Edited by 
Ausrecut Goetze, Yale University 
THORKILD Jacossen, University of Chicago 
Sacus, Brown University 


CONTENTS 
J. J. Finkelstein: The Year Dates of Samsuditana........................ 39 
D. J. Wiseman: Ration. Lists from Alalah 50 
A. Goetze: Remarks on the Lists from Alalah IV.....................005. 63 


CRITICAL REVIEWS: 


Einar von Schuler: Hethitische Dienstanweisungen fir héhere Hof- und 


Published by 
Tue AMERICAN SCHOOLS OF ORIENTAL RESEARCH 
Drawer 93-A, STaTION 
New Haven, Connecticut, US.A. 


1959 


Number 2 


Ournal O uneliform studies 
AUG 
~ 2 g 
4 0 
q 4 Ay 
7 
¥ 
os 
: 
- 
<4 
‘ 


oft 
Le 
q 
ital 
ithe 
= 
é 


The recent publication of the Samsuditana date- 
list of the Oriental Institute! has finally brought 
welcome order out of the chronological chaos that 
had heretofore surrounded the known tablets 
dated in the reign of this king. In the course of 
his analysis of the date-list, Professor Landsberger 
provided new insight into the principles governing 
the order and subject matter of the year names 
chosen by the later kings of the First Babylonian 
dynasty. 

The number of tablets dated in the reign of 
Samsuditana published to this date has been 
small, totalling perhaps twenty-five tablets,? and 
these attest only a relatively small proportion of 
the thirty-one year span attributed to this king 
by Babylonian King-list B.2 By far the larger 
group of known year-names of Samsuditana de- 
rive, as is well-known, from a list of year names 
compiled a half-century ago by C. H. W. Johns,‘ 
from various groups of tablets that passed through 
his hands, virtually all of which have remained 
unpublished. The greater part of these tablets 
were, or later became, part of the Morgan Library 
Collection which is now housed at the Babylonian 
Collection at Yale. It was therefore possible to 

* T welcome this opportunity to acknowledge a long- 
standing debt of gratitude to Professor Ferris J. 
Stephens, Curator of the Babylonian Collection of Yale 
University. He has throughout the years placed at my 
disposal the riches and facilities of the Collection, as 
well as his own time and counsel. The present article 
as well as other studies based on material in the Yale 
Collection could not have been undertaken without his 
selfless co-operation. Professor B. Landsberger has 
been kind enough to read the MS. of this article and he 


has contributed a number of helpful suggestions. 

1. JNES XIV (1955) pp. 137-160. The date-list 
tablet itself (Oriental Institute Tablet A 7754) as well 
as the study by Feigin and Landsberger will hereinafter 
be referred to by the initials DLS. 

2. See MCS IIT (1953) pp. 76 ff. Tablets published 
since that date will be mentioned below under their 
respective years. 

3. See DLS p. 139 note 1. 

4. A list of the Year Names Used to date the Years of the 
First Dynasty of Babylon I (Cambridge, 1911), pp. 24 ff. 
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trace at least some of Johns’ dates to the tablets 
of their source, and through communications of 
Professor A. Goetze at Yale, Landsberger was 
enabled to utilize the Morgan Library material in 
reconstructing the fuller forms of the date-list.® 
However, as Landsberger himself realized, some 
difficulties associated with the date-list as well as 
with Johns’ list of year-names remained unsolved. 

The present writer has been occupied over the 
last few years with the tablets of the later kings of 
the First Babylonian dynasty which are at Yale, 
and is therefore in a position to offer substantial 
supplementation to the available information, 
which will serve to clarify some of the problems 
still outstanding. But despite the fact that the 
collections at Yale contain about three times the 
number of Samsuditana tablets already published, 
it is premature to expect that they will supply the 
solutions for all the major difficulties connected 
with the year dates of this king.° What is 
offered here, then, is best construed as a series of 
supplementations and corrections based on closer 
study of the available material at Yale and else- 
where. The order to be followed is that of DLS, 
namely (I) assigned dates, (II) the attested but 
unassigned formulas,® and (IIT) Johns’ dates 
which are still unattested and unassigned. 


I. Assigned dates 


Year 1: mu Sa-am-su-di-ta-na_ lugal-e’ inim. 
mah-a ¢Marduk-kes. 

Landsberger was compelled to note (p. 145), as 
a result of the information available to him, that 
year | is not attested in actual contracts, and that 


5. Professor Goetze was also kind enough to make 
available to me the relevant notes he had compiled from 
the collections at Yale. 

6. See DLS p. 159. 

Ga. These include, however, some formulas which can 
be assigned with near certainty; ef. year 22 and year 26 
or 27 below. 

7. This part of the formula will not be repeated here- 
after in the course of the discussion. Its existence on 
the tablet (in whole or in certain restoration) is to be 
assumed unless specific mention is made to the contrary. 
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year 2, a gibil.egir form of year 1, was attested 
only by the abbreviated form mu gibil of BE VI/2 
No. 136.3 This state of affairs would in itself be 
curious, as the last years of Ammisaduqa and 
years 3 through 10 of Samsuditana are all fairly 
well attested in the documents.’ Actually, this 
difficulty has arisen only as the result of the con- 
fusion of simple KA (inim) with some forms of 
the sign Sita, by Johns. A careful examination 
of the relevant tablets will reveal that in all in- 
stances where Johns read S1ta,.mah-a “Marduk-ke, 
the first sign is actually KA (nim). This con- 
fusion has resulted in the assignment of all the 
tablets of years 1 and 2 to year 6, whose formula 
does begin with Srrav. In all the Morgan tablets 
which are properly to be assigned to year 6, the 
form of the first sign is identical with that shown 
on the Chicago Date-list (see DLS fig. 1, line 7), 
and is quite different from KA (line 2).'° 

The fullest preserved formula for year 1 is to be 
found on MLC 1512: inim.mah-a ¢Marduk-ke, 
lugal.bal-a-ni mu-un-gi-en-na-am “by the supreme 
word of Marduk, the king who has made his 
reign firm...” It is to be doubted that the form 
mu Sa-am-su-di-ta-na lugal-e was normally used 
as the abbreviation of the formula for year 1."! 


8. Treated by Landsberger, JCS 8 66f., note 167; ef. 
below, note 17. 

9. See e.g. MCS 11(1952) p.36f. and DLS pp.14sff. 

10. On the forms of the sign Srra. see below note 26. 

11. So Landsberger, DLS p. 145. It is perhaps sig- 
nificant in this connection that at least a good part of the 
tablets of the later First Dynasty kings bearing the date 
form mu NN lugal-e are not legal contracts, — that is, 
documents in one of the standard legal forms which en- 
tail the presence of witnesses but administrative or 
economic memoranda of ration expenditures and the 
like. Among the published tablets this is true of CT 
VI/26b (Ammiditana, for whom Landsberger himself 
notes that the usage is ‘‘rare’’) and BE VI/1:92 
of Ammisaduqa. This is true also for the unpublished 
tablets of these kings in the collections at Yale. Note 
also PBS VIII/2 Nos. 117, 118, 121, 123, all from Nippur 
and dated mu Hammurapi lugal-e. Of these, three are 
short memoranda and one is a brief receipt. Chiera’s 
explanation of these occurrences as references to the 
year in which Hammurapi established his rule over 
Nippur is hardly likely. A study of the tablets showing 
this formula should throw considerable light on the 
question. A related phenomenon, observed among the 
unpublished tablets at Yale — and limited similarly to 
administrative memoranda — is the writing of only the 
day of the month, or sometimes of month and day, but 
the complete omission of any reference to reign and year. 
Such tablets can usually be assigned on the basis of 
other criteria to specific reigns of the late First Dynasty 


While this form of abbreviation for the first year 
was common for the rulers of the First Babylonian 
dynasty down to Abi-eSuh, it is unusual there- 
after. Even with respect to the earlier kings 
attention should again be directed to Ungnad’s 
observation (RLA II p. 178) of the formula mu 
Ha-mu-ra-pt lugal in TCL XI 141, a contract 
from Larsa, which therefore cannot be dated 
before Hammaurapi’s 31st year, after he had 
conquered Larsa. In other words, we should not 
automatically assume, even in the case of the 
earlier First Dynasty Kings, that the formula mu 
NN lugal-e, represents the first year. The fact 
that DLS begins the formula of the first year with 
mu Sd lugal-e is not to be understood as an indica- 
tion that this part is a more integral part of the 
formula for the first year than for those of the suc- 
ceeding years. The scribe included it in the first 
formula probably as a way of identifying the 
ruler whose year names he was about to record, 
and omitted it from the succeeding formulas 
purely as a matter of economy.” At all events, 
the year-date recorded by Johns (No. 271) mu 
Sa-am-su-di-ta-na lugal-e is not found among the 
tablets of the Morgan Collection, and it is more 
than likely that this formula was postulated by 
Johns by analogy with the custom that prevailed 
among the earlier rulers. Ungnad’s omission, 
whether by design or inadvertence, of this formula 
would appear to be justified. 

Summarizing our information for year 1, we 
find the following formulas in the Morgan Library 
tablets: 

inim.mah-a “Marduk-ke, (MLC 206, 1602) 

inim.mah-a “Marduk-ke, lugal.bal-a-ni- (MLC 

1200, 1727)" 

inim.mah-a “Marduk-key lugal.bal-a-ni- mu-un- 

gi-en-na-am (MLC 1512, 1560)'® 

The fullest preserved formula (MLC 1512, 1560) 


Kings, and with some probability in specific cases, even 
to particular years. The indications are, in short, that 
in such eases the scribes, whether because of limitation 
of space, or reasons of expediency, thought it unneces- 
sary to record the date of the document in question in 
as full a form as was usually required in bonafide legal 
documents. See also below under formula (g). 

12. The same is true of course of the cumulative date- 
list tablets, ef. RLA II pp. 165 ff. 

13. RLA II p. 291. References to Ungnad herein- 
after are to the translations of the year-names of the 
First Dynasty kings in RLA II pp. 175 ff. 

14. Has -bal-na-a instead of -bal-a-ni. 

15. Has |. . . b| i? -in-gi-na-ta at the end. 


n 
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appears to be only the protasis of a still longer 
form, but enough is preserved to indicate that the 
subject of the formula, as Landsberger has already 
shown,'® was the king’s accession to sovereignty. 


Year 2: mu gibil.egir inim.mah-a 
All of the gibil.egir dates cited by DLS under 
year 6 — for which the Date-list tablet does not 
provide a gibil.egir formula’ — are to be at- 
tributed to year 2, the confusion, of KA and 
SiTAy being responsible here, as in the case of year 
1, for the misattributions. 
The tablets offer the following forms: 
gibil.egir inim.mah-a (MLC 1633) 
gibil.egir inim.mah-a “Marduk-ke, (MLC 2235, 
2586) 
gibil.egir inim.mah-a “Marduk-kex lugal.bal-a-ni 
(MLC 260, 1570, YBC 6963'8) 
gibil.egir inim.mah-a ¢Marduk-kes lugal.bal-a-ni 
bi-in-g{t-na-ta] (MLC 1331)!* 


Year 3: mu AnEnlil-bi 

The fullest preserved formula is that of MLC 
1586: An“Enlil-bi inim-2i-b?™ mu-un-na-|. . . 
Ungnad No. 292 = Johns 293 may be based on 
MLC 1572 which at present shows only An.4En. 
lil-ld2'-bi inim-zi-bi (MLC 780, 1625, 2275)” 


Year 4: No additional references are to be 
found other than those already cited in DLS. 


Year 5: MLC 656 is an undated tablet and 
should be removed from the list of Morgan tablets 


16. DLS p. 145 f. 

17. I can see no compelling reason for Landsberger’s 
attribution of BE VI/2:136 to Samsuditana 2. This pos- 
sibility cannot of course be excluded, but the name of a 
king does not appear anywhere on the tablet. The 
paleography of the tablet indicates only that it was 
written in the latter part of the First Dynasty. 
Ammiditana 4 or Ammisaduqa 3 would be equally plausi- 
ble attributions. 

18. Has -bal-na-ni at the end. 

19. Has -bal-a-na. 

20. There is no evidence for -da after -zi; wherever 
the sign is still legible it proves to be -bz. Nor is there a 
GA in any of the preserved occurrences after KA, which 
indicates the reading INIM rather than DUG,. Pro- 
fessor Landsberger, in a private communication, points 
out that tnim-2zi = kinis. 

20a. Landsberger suggests that the sign no longer 
preserved, read by Johns as NE, may have been a mis- 
read DUG,. 

21. Omitted in MLC 1625. 

22. For MLC 882, quoted tentatively under this date 
in DLS, see below under year 9. 


cited in DLS under this date.22 Add now CUA 
50 (JCS XI p. 34). MLC 1742 shows -a at the 
end instead of the normal -ke,. 


Year 6: mu SITAs.GIS. TUKUL.DINGIR.mah-a 

The Morgan tablets show the following forms: 

GIS.S1TAg.mah-a (MLC 343) 

SITA2.GIS.TUKUL.DINGIR.mah-a 248) 

é.sag.tla-8é (MLC 812) 
“Marduk.ur.sag-ga |....| lugal.bal-a-ni x 
(MLC 810) 

MLC 810 is undoubtedly the source of Johns 
286 = Ungnad 286 despite the fact that the ex- 
pected in-ne-en-tu-ra occurs in none of the forms 
found for this year. Johns’ -gi-e’-a-ni is, of 
course, only a misreading of lugal.bal-a-ni. The 
sources of the confusion of the tablets with this 
formula with those of year 1 on the one hand and 
with those of year 12 on the other,** now become 
apparent. The formulas from year 6 and year 12 
both begin with ¢Marduk.ur.sag while the phrase 
lugal.bal-a-ni is shared by the formulas of years 
land 6. The distinguishing features of the three 
formulas are (a) the first-year formula does not 
involve any dedication, (b) the sixth-year formula 
commemorates the deditation of the mace, while 
(c) the twelfth-year formula concerns the dedica- 
tion of a royal statue. The reconstruction of the 
whole sixth-year formula should be: ¢Marduk.ur. 


sag-ga ... lugal.bal-a-ni ...*° 
DINGIR.mah-a_ é.sag.tla-8é (in-ne-en-tu-ra) ‘(The 
year in which) for Marduk, the ... hero, the 


king [who made stable(?)] his reign, he brought 
into Esagila the mace, the ‘divine weapon.’ ” 

BE VI/1 117 should be added to the list of 
tablets attesting this date. 


Year 7: Add MLC 2041 to the list of tablets 
for this date. The most common abbreviation is 
akx-me.dili.dili-a nay.dus.3i-a (MLC 813, 877, 166177 


23. The error seems to have arisen as a result of some 
confusion with MLC 658. 

24. See DLS p. 152 note 53. 

25. A verb complex, perhaps similar to the one found 
at this point for year one, might conceivably be restored 
here. 

26. In all cases cited for this year the sign in question 
is composed of a sign resembling the late Assyrian 
ga+als, the form which appears in DLS itself. The 
form of the sign in BE VI/1 117:25 and W 76 (AJSL 
XXX p. 67) rev. 6 appears, however, to approximate 
MAL + ais. Cf. further DLS p. 152 note 50. 

27. MLC 1661 has dm after dili.dili. 
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204175). MLC 1628 omits nay.dus.37-a, but adds 
é.babbar-ra-sé in-ne-en??-tu-ra. 


Year 8: mu alan.nam.en-na-ni 

The fullest. form for this date is that of MLC 
915: alan.nam.en-na-ni 
“the year in which for Enlil, lord of Babylon, the 
statue of his lordship....”. Johns’ date No. 291 = 
Ungnad 290 unquestionably is based on this very 
tablet, in which the first line of the year-formula 
is badly worn away. The present reading is cer- 
tain, however, and provides striking confirmation 
of Landsberger’s deduction (DLS p. 154) that the 
dedication commemorated in this formula was to 
Enlil of Babylon. 

The formulas of MLC 771 and 1091 are cor- 
rectly given in DLS, but MLC 1170* is to be 
removed from the list of tablets of this date. 


Year 9: mu “Lama.“Lama-a 

No tablets are cited by DLS under this date 
but the Morgan Library contains two tablets of 
this date (MLC 882* and 2541) to which can be 
added CUA 48 (JCS XI p. 31 No. 19). MLC 
882 and CUA 48 appear to have contained the 
same form: “Lama.4Lama-a mas.st-ga-ke, 
“(the year in which) the luxuriant guardian 
deities...” Apart from the addition of su® after 
“Lama-a, the formula, as far as it goes, appears to 
be identical with Ungnad 240 (Ammiditana 29) in 
the latter’s usual abbreviation. The relevant 
tablets can be distinguished only on the basis of 
the name of the king mentioned in their formulas.** 
MLC 2541 simply has ¢Lama.‘Lama. 


Year 10: mu 4“Nanna.en.gal-la 
All the attestations for this date are derived 


28. Omits -a at the end. 

29. Not -na-an as quoted in DLS p. 153. 

30. On this tablet see below, note 39. 

31. Cited in DLS under year 6. 

32. I am indebted to Prof. Landsberger for the render- 
ing of (SU) ma&.si-ga which means, literally, ‘‘of lux- 
uriant (flesh)’’ rather than ‘‘colossal’’ as rendered by 
Poebel (BE VI/2 p. 94) and followed by Ungnad, RLA 
IT p. 189. 

33. See the previous note. 

34. MLC 1608, in which only -di-ta-na of the royal 
name is still preserved, shows the same formula, but 
without the su; I have therefore tentatively ascribed it 
to Ammiditana 29. The presence or absence of su, 
however, is no criterion for distinguishing between the 
two date-formulas. The su is included in MLC 2617 
(unpublished), which is dated Ad 29. 


from Morgan Library tablets, which, however, do 
not present as unambiguous a picture as the sum- 
mary in DLS (p.154) would seem to indicate. 
The formulas occurring on the tablets will there- 
fore be listed in detail: 

MLC 704, 1547: “Nanna.en.gal-la 

MLC 2559:°° 4Nanna.en.gal-la AN mi-ni-in- 


dim-ma 
MLC 648: ¢Nanna.en|[..... | alan-a-ni vi... | 
MLC 759: [..... |la-KA.DINGIR-R[A . . .] 


Of these, MLC 704 and 1547 are clearly to be 
attributed to this year. MLC 2559 is probably 
to be attributed to this year as well, but reference 
to a statue as given in DLS is lacking,*™* the 
reading as presented above being certain. If, as 
may be expected, the formula for this year did 
commemorate a statue or some similar dedication, 
then the reference to it must have followed the 
phrase -in-dim-ma — which might then be inter- 
preted as a reference to Nanna*® — but did not 
precede it. Furthermore, the form quoted by 
Johns 277 = Ungnad 278, unless it was based on 
tablets other than those in the Morgan Collec- 
tion, would appear to be a composite reconstruc- 
tion based on the assumption that all of the 
Morgan tablets cited here represented the same 
year-date. But this is far from certain for the 
following reasons: (a) It is reasonable to assume 
that year 10 was not the only one in which the 
god Nanna was honored in the course of the 
thirty-one year reign of Samsuditana. (b) MLC 
643 shows a perfectly preserved w after alan-a-ni, 
which may warrant the attribution of this tablet 
to year 26 or 27 of DLS (alan-a-ni w.luh-ha ete.).7 
Nor is it certain that en.gal-la is to be restored in 
MLC 648; some other appropriate epithet begin- 
ning with en would be equally possible. As 
regards MLC 759, it is of course possible that at 
the time Johns read the tablet “Nanna.en.gal was 
still preserved, but as the text now stands, 
“En.lil — for whom en.gal-la, if this is indeed to 
be restored, is also an attested epithet** — could 
be restored here with equal validity. Should that 

35. Incorrectly cited in DLS as 2259. 


35a. Landsberger suggests that AN is a scribal error 
for ALAN. 


36. Perhaps to be interpreted as “likened unto Anu’’, 
but see the previous note. 

37. On MLC 643 see further below, under year (d) 
Section IT. 

38. See Ammisaduga 5 (Ungnad No. 253). 
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ultimately prove to be the case, MLC 759 would 
have to be assigned to some later year.*® 


Year 11: mu alan-a-ni zubi.Kt..G1-ga-ke, 

A fuller form of this date is that of VAT 819, 
published only in transliteration: alan-a-ni 
é.babbar-ra-sé_ in-né-en-tu-ra.*” 
This tablet was published long before the appear- 
ance of Johns’ List of Year-names, and is probably 
the source of his No. 278 = Ungnad 279. Curi- 
ously enough, however, there is one tablet in the 
Morgan Collection showing this date, MLC 725" 
which reads alan-a-ni zu-bi.kt.G1, that is, with the 
phonetic writing for zubt. Yet, in a handwritten 
‘atalogue to part of the Morgan Collection which 
is at Yale® this tablet is correctly attributed to 
Johns’ year “g” (No. 278), indicating that zu-bi 
was somehow misread as GU.ALAN, which, in turn, 
was due to Peiser’s misunderstanding of the sign 
for zubi in VAT 819." In any event, the latter 


39. Or perhaps, as Landsberger suggests, year 8. 
MLC 1170 might perhaps be added to the tablets attest- 
ing vear 10, but the reading of its date is problematical, 
see below, section II, formula (a). 

40. This tablet as well as three others of the Berlin 
Museum, VAT 806, 775, and 1176 published by Peiser in 
transliteration in KB IV pp. 44 ff., were all overlooked 
in DLS. Dr. Franz Kocher has very kindly collated 
the year-dates on these tablets and has provided me 
with hand copies of them. Through the kindness of 
Dr. G. R. Meyer of the Berlin Museum I have since been 
supplied with photographs of these tablets as well. 

41. Wrongly cited in DLS under year 13. 

42. In this catalogue of the “‘L’’ Collection of the 
Morgan Library, the tablets have a numbering different 
from their current ones. A later hand (A. T. Clay’s?), 
however, has entered the current numbers opposite the 
earlier ones, which appear to be dated on the basis of 
Johns’ List of Year Names. Although the format of 
this catalogue appears to be the same as that of Johns’ 
Cuneiform Inscriptions . . . in the Library of J. Pierpont 
Morgan (New York, 1908), the hand cannot be estab- 
lished with certainty as that of Johns. It appears to 
have greater affinity to that of W. Eames, whose signa- 
ture appears on the cover. For this reason the catalogue 
cannot be relied on as a source for the positive identifi- 
cation of those tablets which provided the basis for 
Johns’ List of Year Names (see page 6 of the latter 
publication). The large number of misattributions in 
this catalogue, moreover, make it unlikely that Johns 
was responsible for it. Otherwise, this, as well as the 
published catalogue, might have provided a reliable 
check on those of Johns’ dates which remain unidentified 
(Section III below). 

43. KB IV p. 46. 


tablet proves Landsberger’s deduction“ that this 
year name honored Samas to have been correct. 
Year 12: mu ¢Marduk.ur.sag.mah-a 
Landsberger hesitated in making definite attri- 
butions to this date from among the Morgan 
tablets in view of the resemblance of the formula 
to that of year 6.%° The following tablets, how- 
ever, can be definitely assigned to this year: 


allan ....| 

MLC 482: ¢Marduk.ur.sag.ma\h .. . .|.dingir-re- 

e-ne-e[r] 

MLC 1534: “Marduk.ur.sag.mah-a.dingir-re-e-ne 

MLC 1656: ¢Marduk.ur.sag.mah-a.dingir-re-e- 

ne-er 

MLC 2213: 4Marduk.ur.sag.mah-a 

YBC 7986: “Marduk.ur.sag.gal.mah 

VAT 778, not mentioned in DLS, shows the 

same formula as MLC 1656. 

Although undoubtedly justified, the reference 
to Esagila included by Johns in his (recon- 
structed?) formula No. 288 = Ungnad 287 is not 
found on any of the Morgan tablets, or on any 
other known tablets of this date. It should also 
be noted that in all cases where the complex 
dingir-re-e-ne is continued the next sign is -er and 
not 


Year 13: MLC 725% and should be 
removed from the list of tablets for this date. 
To be added to the list are YBC 5889, VAT 1176, 
and probably VAT 806.% MLC 276, 1604, and 
YBC 5889 show the same form as DLS. Only 
the remaining tablets of this date show the phrase 
in-da-(ra-)gar-ra. 


Year 14: MLC 2295 and YBC 10624 are to be 
added to the number of tablets at Yale which 
attest this date. The shortest abbreviation of this 
formula is: “PAP.nun-(na-)an.ki (YBC 3285, 3323, 


44. DLS p. 154. 

45. DLS p. 152 note 53. Correct there MLC 1556 to 
MLC 1656. 

46. See above under year 11. 

47. See below, Section IIT, formula (d). Although the 
end of the first line of the formula could conceivably 
be restored as [tuS-b|i (/) a8.te(/)-[ta], it is hardly likely 
that Nanna (the god of the Enitendu(g)) would be 
honored again so soon after year 10. 

48. The second line of the formula proper in this 
tablet is in a poor state of preservation, but it may 
provisionally be read as: alan-a-ni “tus'-"bi! a&.te-a-ta. 


) 
MLC 644: ¢Marduk.ul[r.sag .. .|.dingir-r[e ... .| 
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3347, 5905, 5936, 8322, 8536, 8691, 10624).*° The 
second phrase nin.an-ta-gdl-la(-a-as) is added in 
MLC 1355, 1605, 1654, 1939, 2295, YBC 8722. 


Year 15: DLS lists no attestation for this date 
outside the date-list itself. It is to be found, 
however, on YBC 4297 in the curious abbrevia- 
tion alan-a-ni igi.ka. The tablet belongs to the 
same archive which includes YBC 5905 and 5936 
(year 14). 


Year 16: mu ‘Uras.en.gir-ra 

This date is not found among the tablets at 
Yale, but is attested by two unpublished tablets 
in the Louvre.*® AO 8131 offers the same abbre- 
viation as DLS, while the second, AO 4651 offers 
“Uras.engir-ra  3a.kur.ku-da-na. The reading 
KUR.KU.DA on this tablet is absolutely certain, 
and confirms Poebel’s reading®' of the signs on 
the only other known tablet with the extended 
formula for this date, PSBA XXXIX (1917) pl. 
XII,” against the reading suggested by Ungnad.** 


Year 17: No additional attestations. 


Year 18: Not to be found among the tablets at 
Yale, but occurring with the same abbreviation as 
that of DLS in the unpublished Louvre tablet 
AO 7824. AO 7842, also unpublished, offers 
|...] nun.gal-a-ni. As AO 7842 belongs to the 
same archive as AO 7824, its formula should be 
considered as only a minor variant of the standard 
form, and the tablet attributed also to year 18. 


Year 19: No additional attestations of this date 
among the tablets at Yale, but the unpublished 
Louvre tablet AO 7822 offers mu gibil.egir 
4Marduk |...| while the Geneva tablet MAH 
16482°* has mu gibil.egir 


49. Most, if not all these tablets belong to the same 
archive which includes the three YBC tablets of year 
13, as well as Riftin 10 and 11. 

50. I should like to thank M. J. Nougayrol for all the 
courtesies extended to me when I studied these and 
other tablets under his care in the Louvre, and for his 
kindness in permitting me to quote from this material 
here. 

51. AS XIV pp. 88 ff. 

52. In quoting the formula of this tablet, Landsberger 
(DLS p. 155) inadvertently omitted the crucial Ku of 
kur.ku. 

53. RLA II p. 191. 

54. Lam obliged to Dr. E. Sollberger for permission to 


The attribution of the Louvre tablet to this date 
is certain for the document concerns one Sin- 
iddinam a '“Sem, who figures also in the Geneva. 
tablet. 


Year 22: mu gibil.egir alan.nam.nun-na-ni diir- 
gar KU.GI hus-a ki.bad-du-a ... (see DLS p. 144). 

This date is almost certainly represented by 
YBC 11056, for which see formula (f) below. 
Add possibly Cig-Kizilyay-Kraus, Altbab.Rechts- 
urkunden aus Nippur No. 170 (from Sippar, see 
I’. R. Kraus, ibid. p. 66) if we may read the date 
as gibil.egir alan. nam(/)[...... |. 


Year 24 or 25: mu alan-a-ni_ 
“| his statue (showing him) [holding] a lamb as a 

This formula is now represented by MLC 
2255," whose date reads: alan-a-ni sila.igi.duh-a. 
The formula is clearly modelled on that of 
Ammiditana 7 (Ungnad No. 218) of which the 
second part reads alan-a-ni mds.igi.duh-a “his 
statue (showing him holding) a kid as a tamartu- 
present ...”’ and the almost identical Ammisa- 
duqa 5, where the pertinent part of the first half 
of the formula reads: alan-a-ni mds.igi.duh-a Su-a 
an-da-gdal-la. In both of these earlier formulas 
the statue of the king holding the animal is one of 
a pair, the other being a statue of the king in the 
attitude of prayer. In view of the undoubted 
fact that Samsuditana patterned his year names 
on those of his predecessors, it may be assumed 
with some confidence that the complete formula 
for Year 24 or 25 also included a reference to a 
royal statue in the attitude of prayer. 


quote from this tablet. The tablet is now published in 
E. Szlechter, Tablettes juridiques de la Ie dynastie de 
Babylone conservées au Musée d’Art et d’Histoire de 
Genéve (Paris 1958) pl. LIIL and p. 121 f. 

55. This is the correct reading of DLS rev. line 3, as 
Professor Landsberger informs me, in the light of the 
new information here presented, and not sw 
as given in the original publication, pp. 144 and 157. 

56. The precise significance IGI.DUH-A is still not 
clear; for the wide variety of its usage see Goetze, JCS 
X p. 33 n. 9. Prof. Landsberger informs me that his 


translation ‘‘showpiece”’ in Hh I 32 (MSL V p. 11), 
which is also Goetze’s hesitant rendering of the term, 
is “hardly tenable.’’ For the more general meaning 
“present, gift’? see Landsberger apud Martin, T'ribut 
etc. (Studia Orientalia VIII/1) p. 50. 

57. Now published by Goetze, JCS XI (1957) p. 93. 
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Year 26 or 27: mu alan-a-ni w.luh-ha Su-an-da- 
ydal-la. 

This date is probably represented by MLC 643, 
for which see discussion above, under Year 10, 
and below, under formula (d). 


II. Attested formulas; years uncertain 


(a) = DLSa) = Johns 283 = Ungnad 284: To 
the list of tablets quoted by Landsberger for this 
date add MCS II p. 78 No. 4. Pending new 
information, the best clue to the assignment of 
this date lies in the badly preserved formula of 
MLC 1170,* an administrative tablet dealing 
with the same subject and obviously written by 
the same hand as MLC 1199, one of the tablets 
attesting formula (a). The restoration 
en(?).(gal)-la-x in MLC 1170 is a distinet possi- 
bility, which would place the tablet in year 10. 
This, in turn, would enhance the probability of 
Landsberger’s suggestion (DLS p. 160) that 
formula (a) represents a different abbreviation of 
the formula for year 11. 


(b) The formula of BE VI/2 133 was ap- 
parently overlooked by all authorities before 
Landsberger’s inclusion of it in DLS. I know of 
no further occurrences of this formula. Lands- 
berger’s restoration of the name Enlil at the 
beginning of the formula, however, appears to me 
doubtful. In any event, in the light of the fuller 
evidence presented above for the formula for year 
8, the possibility of attributing BE VI/2 133 to 
that year is to be excluded.** 


58. Wrongly cited in DLS under year 8. 

59. Landsberger’s reason (DLS p. 160 note 88) for 
excluding the possibility of this formula being attrib- 
uted to Ammiditana is not fully convincing. While it 
is true that we have extant formulas for all the years of 
Ammiditana, it is by no means equally true that we 
have the complete official formulas for all these years. 
Especially in formulas involving the dedication of 
objects to particular deities, the stereotype abbreviation 
may be taken from the first part of the formula, which 
names the deity with the appropriate epithets, or from 
the second part, which describes the object dedicated 
and the temple in which it was placed. It is clear that 
we have in the case of BE VI/2:133 an abbreviation of 
the first part of such a formula. Without prejudice to 
the reading of the name of the deity involved, we may 
turn to the list of year names of Ammiditana in order 
to determine where it may conceivably be joined to an 
abbreviation taken from the second part of a formula. 
These would then have to include year 5, 8, 14, 15, 19, 
23, 26? (but see DLS p. 155 under year 15), 28, 30, (See 


(c) = DLS ec). The formula on this tablet was 
almost certainly incorrectly read at the time of 
its publication.” 


(d). alan-a-ni |. .-g\al?-as-ta?-x é.ni.te.en.duyo-%é 
in-ne-tu(!)-ra “*... his statue, ..... , he brought 
into the Enitendu(g).””» (MLC 1519). 

The parallels for this date are 1) Ammiditana 
30: alan-a-ni nam.nun-na-ni-dim é.ni.te.en.duyo-%e 
in-ne-en-tu-ra, and 2) Ammisaduqa 17 (or 17+a): 
wruduk? lugal.gub-ba tb.diri-ga me.te.ne.sag-ga-ke é- 
bi-tb-tis-sa. Landsber- 
ger has shown™ that the god of the Enitendu(g) 
was Nanna (Sin). In all probability, therefore, 
Nanna was the god honored in Ammiditana 30, 
Ammisaduqa 17 and in the present instance. The 
only certain year formula honoring Nanna is that 
of year 10. . It is not impossible that the present 
formula is an alternate abbreviation of the formula 
for that year, especially if the use of dim is noted 
in MLC 2559 on the one hand and in Ammiditana 
30 on the other. We might then suppose the 
virtually complete formula to approximate the 
following: “Nanna. en.gal-la AN mi-ni-in-dim-ma 
alan-a-ni |. .-gjal(?)-as-ta(?)-x in- 


MCS II/3 pp. 44 ff.).. To reduce the number of possible 
choices even further, we would have to have the name 
of the deity so that only those formulas enumerated 
above which show the name of the temple characteristi- 
cally associated with that deity would remain in consid- 
eration. Landsberger’s restoration of the name ¢En.lil 
in BE VI/2:133, does not, however, appear to me to be 
justified by the autograph. If the first visible sign is 
read NUN then there is not the slightest visible trace 
of the name of the deity; if the first sign is read as LiL 
then there can be no NuN. I would propose as a more 
likely restoration, on the basis of the copy, either 
ras.mas.si ete. or [¢Nin|.urta.mas.si ete. The latter 
reading would, in fact, perfectly match a known epithet 
of Ninurta, li’u ilani (Tallqvist, Gétlerepitheta p. 116,) 
for which, according to Landsberger (DLS p. 160 note 
89), igi.gél-la.dingir-re-ne is the exact Sumerian equiva- 
lent. In short, apart from the likelihood that this 
formula represents a Ninurta rather than an Enlil 
dedication, we have no assurance that it represents a 
Samsuditana date rather than an Ammiditana date. It 
would therefore be premature to speculate about the 
possible attribution of this tablet to any of the later 
ruler’s years. On the problem of completely varying 
abbreviations of the same year formula see DLS p. 159 
and below, p. 48. 

60. See DLS p. 160 note 90. 

61. Listed in DLS under year 13. 

62. DLS p. 152 note 49. 
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ne-tu-ra. This, in turn, would lend further sup- 
port for our suggestion above that MLC 643 is 
not to be attributed to year 10, but to a later 
dedication to Nanna, which, on the basis of the 
preserved signs, should be identified with Year 26 
or 27, the last entry on DLS. 


(e) alan-a-ni x [...... | é.babbar-ra-sé [...... | 

his statue, ....... , [he brought] into 
Ebabbar.” (MLC 2043). The traces before the 
break in the first line of the formula will not 
support a restoration of zubi, that might other- 
wise have permitted the attribution of this tablet 
to year 11, the first in which Samsuditana dedi- 
cated his statue to Samas. The next possible 
year to which we could attribute the tablet would 
be year 21, which, on the other hand, Landsberger 
believes (DLS p. 156) was dedicated to Enlil.® 
The choice would then be reduced to the ques- 
tionable year 23 (see DLS p. 156) or one of the 
four or five years at the end of Samsuditana’s 
reign which were not recorded on DLS. 


(f) mu gibil.egir alan-a-ni (YBC 11056). 
Landsberger suggests (DLS p. 155) that this date 
could be assigned to year 12, 14, or 16. It is to 
be noted, however, that DLS does not provide for 
gibil.egir dates except in those cases where such 
dates remained the official formula for the entire 
year, which, as far as DLS goes, limits the possi- 
bilities to years 2, 19, and 22. The use of the 
gibil.egir or tus-sa formula for the first two or 
three months of the new year, before the official 
formula was decided upon, was common enough 
in the Ur III period and in the earlier part of the 
Old Babylonian period. But to the best of my 
knowledge this usage is attested only once after 
Samsuiluna.®* In any case, YBC 11056 is dated 
in the month of Ab, which precludes the possi- 
bility of the formula being of the provisional type. 


63. Assuming, of course, that abbreviation of this 
formula was practiced in completely varying forms, on 
which see below, p. 48. 

64. See below, note 73. 

65. The alleged cases of variant gibil.egir dates for 
years 6 and 8 having been shown above to be the result 
of misreadings of the formulas for years 1 and 2 on the 
one hand, and the misreading of MLC 915 on the other. 

66. This appears to be Boyer, HE 12 (publication is 
unavailable to me) quoted by Barbara Morgan, MCS 
II/3 p. 45 f. mu.gibil.’a.egir mu alan.nam.nun-na-ni, a 
sixth year variant—appropriately dated in the month 
of Nisan—of Ammiditana. 


Year 2 must be excluded from consideration, as 
there was no statue dedication in the formula for 
year 1. As regards years 18-19, it is of course 
likely that the original full formula included a 
reference to the dedication of some statue, but in 
view of the fact that DLS as well as the actual 
tablets abbreviate the formula without any ref- 
erence to a statue, the probability .s that YBC 
11056 does not represent year 19. This brings 
us to year 22. In DLS the omission of the word 
alan after gibil.egir is purely fortuitous, and to be 
attributed to the rather haphazard way in which 
the scribe inscribed the lower edge and reverse of 
the tablet. Possibly a more serious objection to 
the identification of YBC 11056 with this year is 
the contrast of the form alan-a-ni with alan.nam. 
nun-na-ni of DLS. But this difference can be 
explained as a relatively minor variation of a type 
that is attested with other First Dynasty year- 
names.® In summary, therefore, unless we are 
prepared to assign YBC 11056 to a year after 26 
or 27 of Samsuditana, the indications are that we 
are to assign this formula to year 22. 


(g) mu Sa-im alan-a-ni (MLC 879). There 
‘van hardly be any doubt that Sa-im is only a 
curious abbreviation for the king’s name which is 
not otherwise included in this formula. The tab- 
let is a small memorandum of three lines (exclud- 
ing the date) recording the disbursement of a 
quantity of barley. It is obvious that the ab- 
breviated form of the date was an ad hoe invention 
of the scribe, who probably considered such a 
trivial notation as not warranting any greater 
precision in the recording of its date. As for the 
attribution of the tablet, the only limitation that 
can be made is to say that year 8, — the first in 
which there is mention of a statue dedication — 
is the earliest date to which it can be assigned. 


Ill. Johns’ unattested year names 


The remaining unassigned year-names are all 
derived from Johns’ list of such names. In the 
discussion of these names which follows, the 
present writer was able to utilize a copy of Johns’ 
published catalogue to part of the Morgan Library 
Collection, in which the current MLC numbers 


67. See Landsberger, DLS p. 157 f. 
68. E.g. Ammiditana 30 (MCS II/3 p. 50) alan-a-ni 
nam.nun-na-ni vs. alan-na-ni ete. Possibly also Am- 


misaduqa 9 (MCS IT/2 p. 33). 
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were entered by a later hand opposite the tablet 
uumbers of the catalogue.®® 


(h) = DLS e) = Johns 284: mu ... sag.mii.mi 
‘Lama.kt.Gi. Nothing remotely resembling this 
formula is to be found among the Samsuditana 
tablets in the Morgan Collection, nor does Johns’ 
catalogue identify any tablet by this date. A 
possible explanation is to suggest some confusion 
with part of the formula of Ammiditana 29, ... 
Su-am mi.mii-dm KU.GI ... 


(i) = DLS f) = Johns 282: mu ... 4Enlil.en- 
na-fs. This formula is almost certainly to be 
discounted, as Landsberger has already suggested. 
In addition to confusion with the formula of 
Ammisaduqa 1, another possible source of this 
formula is the misreading of some of the tablets 
of year 1.7° 


(j) = DLS g) = Johns 290: mu dugs-ga.zi-da. 
“Marduk-ra. This date was almost certainly 
based on MLC 814. Further study of the traces 
of the royal name have revealed that Sa-am-su-7- 
lu-na is, in fact, still to be read on the tablet, 
thereby confirming what we had earlier suspected 
on the basis of paleography and the shape of the 
tablet, namely, that this formula represents 
Samsuiluna 1.7! 


(k) = DLS h) = Johns 289: mu ... alan-a-ni 
KU.Gt ka.babbar-ra-kes. Such a formula does not 
exist among the Morgan tablets. Some kind of 
misreading by Johns should be assumed here. — If 
two statues, one of gold and one of silver, are 
intended, then the alan might have been expected 
to be repeated as in Ammiditana 23 (Ungnad No. 
234). <A single royal statue of both gold and 
silver would appear to be unprecedented. 


(1) = DLS i) = Johns 292: mu ... alan-a-ni 
mah .... Such a date does not appear on any of 
the Morgan tablets, nor do the catalogues aseribe 
any of the Morgan tablets to this date. 


(m) = DLS j) = Johns 293: mu ... KAR.KU ... 


69. Cf. above, note 42. 

70. In the hand-written catalogue MLC 1512, and 
MLC 206, both of year 1, are assigned to Samsuditana 
(Johns 282). 

71. See DLS p. 160 note 93. 


(n) = DLS k) = Johns 294: mu.tis-sa KAR. 
ae... 


(0) = DLS 1) = Johns 295: mu.3-kam-ma.is-sa 
KAR.KU ... No formulas resembling any of these 
last three are to be found among the Samsuditana 
tablets of the Morgan Collection. The %ts-sa 
formula was last used by Ammiditana (25th year 
= Ungnad 236)”, while the last time a formula 
was held over for a third year was in the case of 
Samsuiluna 28-30 (Ungnad 173-175). As Lands- 
berger has already indicated (DLS p. 160 note 
95) the particular formulation in these three dates 
was limited to the Ur III and Larsa periods. His 
suggestion (ibidem) that Johns mistook such an 
varlier series of formulas on tablets which for some 
reason he thought to belong to Samsuditana’s 
reign seems to be the most likely explanation for 
these three formulas. 


IV. Summary 


The following positive results emerge from the 
present study. It is established that every year 
of Samsuditana through year 19 is attested in the 
actual contracts. Furthermore, we now have new 
and definite documentation for the years 20 
through 26 or 27 with which DLS ends. Year 24 
or 25 is now known from MLC 2255. That Year 
22 is represented by YBC 11056 is a near cer- 
tainty, while the representation of Year 26 or 27 
by MLC 643 must be considered as a strong 
probability. In addition to these instances of 
certain and near-certain new attestations, account 
must be taken of the evidence which indicates 
that formula (e) should be placed somewhere after 
year 20. Similarly, if formula (b) should prove to 
be a date of Samsuditana rather than of Ammidi- 
tana, it would probably have to be placed after 
year 20, since the deity honored in this formula 
appears to be Ninurta (or Uras) rather than 
Enlil.” 


72. The use of tis-sa in this date (MCS IT/3 p. 25) is 
corroborated by MLC 1210: mu.tis-sa.Sa.gibil [. . .] and 
MLC 1392. 

73. This assumes, of course, that the order in which the 
gods were honored as reconstructed by Landsberger 
(DLS p. 157) is substantially correct. But this recon- 
struction does not appear convincing throughout. Thus 
Landsberger assigns years 13 and 21 in which are dedi- 
cated royal statues seated on thrones—to Enlil on the 
basis of Ungnad 230 and 256. These latter two formulas 
speak of the statue and the throne in separate phrases, 
however, which seems to imply a dedication of two 
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The probability that some of the unassigned 
formulas represent variant abbreviations of other 
formulas must be seriously considered. To be 
sure, as far as our evidence goes there seems to be 
a kind of uniformity in the choice of abbreviation 
of the original formula in the respective years. 
But deviation from this usage is not quite ‘ta rare 
abnormality”, which tends to create the impres- 
sion of a kind of formal rigidity to which the 
public scribes responsible for making out the docu- 
ments for their private clients were not subject.” 
The possibilities for variant abbreviations of the 
same formula are indicated by a comparison of the 
few extant “official formula” tablets with the 
known abbreviations based on them.?® Unfor- 
tunately, in most cases we still do not possess the 


unabridged formulas for the years of the First 


separate objects, which occurs frequently enough among 
the year formula. I can see no reason for assuming in 
these cases that the phraseology is intended to describe 
only one object, namely, a statue of the king seated on 
a throne; Ungnad 216 (Ammiditana 5), and Samsuditana 
13 and 21 indicate plainly that when a seated statue of 
the king is intended it can be expressed unambiguously 
enough. Secondly, Nos. 230 and 256 are attributed to 
Enlil on the basis of the Enamtila, into which the dedi- 
cated objects were brought. But this temple served 
also as the sanctuary for Ninurta (see No. 242 and 
RLA II p. 369) who may well have been the god honored 
in No. 256 (Ammisaduqa 8) and possibly even in No. 
230. Thrones alone, as Landsberger himself notes, are 
commonly dedicated to Sama’ as in No. 217 (wrongly 
cited by Landsberger as No. 211) and in the case of 
No. 242 (Ammiditana 31) to Ninurta. Furthermore, 
No. 216, which Landsberger classes together with Nos. 
230, 256, and Samsuditana 13 and 21, is a Marduk dedi 
eation. In short, the criteria by which Landsberger 
attempts to determine the identity of the deities honored 
in the present instance do not appear to be reliable. 
In these circumstances, then, one must admit years 13 
and 21 as additional possibilities for formula (b). 

74. DLS p. 159. To Landsberger’s list of such verified 
variant abbreviations should be added Ammisaduqa 16 
(ef. MCS II/2 p. 36). Add now Ammisaduqa 2 of 
which As ‘17 + ec” has now been shown by F. R. Kraus 
to be such a variant; see Ein Edikt des Kénigs Ammi- 
saduqa von Babylon, pp. 1O06ff. 

75. The degree of latitude that could occasionally 
prevail in this usage is indicated by vagueness of for- 
mulas (f) and (g). In this category we could include 
also those formulas giving only the name of the king 
and which cannot represent the first year of these kings, 
ef. above under year 1, and note 11. 

76. Cf. VAT 670 = Ungnad No. 240 vs. its abbrevia- 
tions, MCS IT/3 p. 50, and VAT 1200 (Samsuditana 7), 
ef. DLS p. 153. 
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Dynasty,” a situation which renders difficult the 
attempts to identify as abreviations what appear 
to be totally unrelated formulas. Among the 
unassigned Samsuditana formulas, year (a) is very 
likely such an abbreviation, possibly — as Lands- 
berger has suggested (DLS p. 160) — for year 
11. Formula (d) is a possible variant abbrevia- 
tion for year 10. Formula (b), a Ninurta or 
UraS date, would have to be a variant 
abbreviation if it should prove to represent 
a year of Ammiditana, and this would also be a 
possibility if the formula should be assigned to 
Samsuditana.® 

We come then to the consideration of those of 
Johns’ dates whose tablets cannot be traced. 
We can add to this group also the “Peek” tablet 
copied by Pinches (formula (¢)), which presum- 
ably can no longer be traced, and whose formula 
was Obviously misunderstood by the copyist. Of 
these, we have good grounds for discarding — for 
the varying reasons suggested in each case — for- 
mulas (i), (j), (m), (nm), and (0). To these we 
must add formula (g), plainly a vague abbrevia- 
tion which cannot be assigned to any particular 
vear. This leaves formulas (e), (h), (k), (1) to 
account for. The evidence indicates that at least 
in some of these formulas there has been some 
misreading, but attempts to reconcile them with 
known formulas have yielded little result. They 
must remain enigmatic until additional material 
turns up which might place them in better focus. 

Finally our present study indicates that the 
profusion of unassigned formulas — fifteen in 
number — is more apparent than real. When 
this excess is sifted through only enough valid 
material remains to keep well within the limit of 
the thirty-one years attributed to Samsuditana by 
King-list B. Our findings in this respect parallel 
those of Landsberger (DLS p. 159). There re- 
mains just one more major question to account 
for, namely, the possibility of any of the unas- 
signed formulas representing the last few years 
of Samsuditana, which were not recorded on the 
date list. Landsberger found himself ‘“preju- 
diced” against such a possibility by the fact that 
the private documents attested no year later than 
19 of the date-list.7% We believe, however, that 


77. See note 59 above. 
78. See note 73 above. 
79. DLS p. 159. 
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the unpublished material from the Morgan and 
Yale collections have yielded sufficient cireum- 
stantial evidence for the period of years 20-26(27), 
and this, in turn, increases the possibility that 
years 27 or 28-31 might be represented by some of 
the unassigned formulas extant or by those that 
may still come to light. In this latter connection 
we should take cognizance of the following facts. 
Tablets of the latter part of the First Dynasty 
can come only from northern sites, such as Dilbat, 
Sippar, Babylon, ete. Most of those preserved in 
the museums and elsewhere were taken in illicit 
diggings late in the 19th and early 20th centuries, 
of which by far the largest number took place at 
Sippar. The many thousands of tablets from 
this site passed largely from the hands of local 
antiquity dealers to the most widely scattered lo- 
cations throughout the world. Relatively few of 
these tablets have been published, especially 
when compared to the number of published 
tablets of southern origin (Larsa, Ur, ete.). There 
is good reason to believe that the group of Late 
First Dynasty tablets in the Morgan Collection, 
numbering perhaps 400-500, is the largest single 
lot in this country; yet only a handful of these 
have thus far been published. Of this lot about 
80 are positively dated to Samsuditana — a 
reasonable proportion of the entire group. But 
by far the largest number of northern First 
Dynasty tablets, constituting probably a majority 
of the tablets taken from the sites, are those 
purchased by Budge for the British Museum over 
the course of a series of years in the last quarter of 
the 19th Century..? Altogether these tablets 


80. See E. A. W. Budge, By Nile and Tigris, Vol. I 
pp. 233 ff., 322, 329, 338, and Vol. II pp. 124 ff., 127, 
137, and 291. 


number perhaps upward of 5000, yet, of these, 
the total number of published tablets of the en- 
tire First Dynasty — mostly copied by Pinches 
before the turn of the century — is perhaps 500.*! 
And of these the number of tablets of the later 
kings is certainly unrepresentative; only four 
tablets of Samsuditana are included among them*® 
There is every reason to believe that the distribu- 
tion of the northern First Dynasty tablets in the 
British Museum among the various rulers of the 
dynasty is as representative as it is in the Morgan 
Collection; in short, that there are probably many 
more Samsuditana tablets preserved in the British 
Museum than the number of these published 
would seem to indicate. When those tablets ulti- 
mately become available, they will show not only 
that economic and commercial activity in the time 
of Samsuditana had not substantially ceased ,** but 
should also go far towards providing solutions to 
those problems concerning the year-dates of this 
ruler which at present remain outstanding. 


81. Chiefly in CT II, IV, VI, VIII. A small group 
was published by King in CT XXXIITI and another by 
Waterman in AJSL XXITX-XXX. 

82. A possible reason for the dearth of Samsuditana 
tablets among the published First Dynasty tablets of 
the British Museum is the difficulty the early cuneiform- 
ists encountered in dealing with the extreme cursiveness 
which developed towards the end of the First Dynasty 
in cuneiform style, of which DLS itself is a typical 
example (see the photograph opp. p. 138). Note that 
of the four Samsuditana texts published from this col- 
lection the date on one was totally misunderstood 
(AJSL XXX _ p. 67, now identified by Landsberger 
{DLS p. 160] as year 6) and another partly so (CT VIII 
23b), ef. DLS p. 148 note 34. 

83. So Feigin, DLS p. 148. 
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The Editor has asked me to publish a further 
series of transliterations of the Alalakh adminis- 
trative documents to supplement those already 
furnished in Vol. XIII, No. 1. 


with this wish the Nos. 284-318 are given here. 
The context of the Nos. 285, 290, 291, 292, 293, 
294, 295, 298, 300, 301, 303, 304, 305, 306, 307, 
308, 308a, 308b appears here for the first time. 


obv. 


obv. 


rev. 


obv. 


Gr 


Co Se 


(BM. 


ZIZ 
ZIZ 


an 
ZIZ 
Z1Z 
ZIZ 

na 
Z1Z 


a-na 


284 
131578; AT pl. XXXIIT) 
™Kal(?)-ta-ra a-na Ja-ra-bi-ig 
m x -a-an a-na it-ti-Su-ma 
"Ta-su-gi a-na Ja-at-ha-ma 


™Se-eb-ra '"ge-en-gi a-na A- 


-zt-du¥! 


™Si-nu-ra a-na Ar-ni-ga 
™Ku-sa-ia DUMU Tup-pt-i 
™Ku-sa-ia DUMU Ma-am-ma-a a- 
URUGa-du-me*! 

™Sar-ni-ta LU A-ar-ma*! 

URU FJ q-lu-la-Se®! a-si-ib 


One line erased 


285 
(BM. 131579) 
Upper edge broken 


[x PA] Se-em ™Su-[x x x| 


[x] 
[x] 
[x] 


PA 
PA 
PA 


Se-em "Ik-la-ma[ x| 
Se-em ™Ba-ga*-[x x] 
Se-em ™"Ku-AN-ti-la| x] 


[x] PA "II-ki-[x x |GIS u-an-zi 


[Ix x x 


Ix x x x™|Wa-disulx 


Rest broken 


|x*-IM 


286 
(JCS 8, p. 24) 


LU.MES 4-ri-an-te®! 


20 


5? 


10 


PA 


™Ta-gu-mu DUMU Til-pa-ha-i 


-ra-na 


m[1?-a 


In compliance 


RATION LISTS FROM ALALAKH IV 
DonaLp J. WISEMAN 


The British Museum 


London, England 


rey. 


20 


obv. 


10 


obv. 


DUMU “Da-gan-mu 
10) ™Lu-us-sa 
2 |™x |x-mu 


-|x 2-te-ni-ri-18 1-Su 
-|x-Su PIN.RA.RA 
-|x-ia Sa x Xx 
eee Ix -ni-ra x x .MES 


3 PA "Hé-ir-Su ©°GIS?-an-tum 
12 "Te-hu-wa DUMU A5S-ra-at-ti 

10 ™"Ma-zi-ia DUMU Il DAM-su 
10 ™Sum-mu 
10 ™A-bi-zé-ri 

10 ™Za-ug-a 

IGI "Tup-pi-ia tla-a|m-kar-rum 

IGI "Du-hul-l{a?| 

wGU-su 1 UDU.SAL MU.2.3 TAK-ki-is 


287 
(AT p. XXXII) 
ME ZIZ A-bi-na 
1 ME 15 Z1Z 
4O TAZ Ta-ia-e 
4O Tap-pdr-ni 
70 TAZ Hu-us-ri 
50 Ti-li-xe 
4O TAZ A-ku-bi-ia 
4O TAZ Su-ha-ru-wa 
4O TAZ A-li-me 
60 ZAZ Si-me-ri 
4O TAZ “®’Su-si-e 
40 TAZ ©®’Si-na-e 
30 La-az 


288 
(BM. 131580; JCS 8, p. 25) 
2 ME 50 PA Se-em 
a-na qa-ti ™A-na-ni-mu-su-ni* 
a-pt-il 
3 MEE Se-em a-na qa-ti 
|Sa-a p-Se 
|x ME Sle-em a-na qa|-ti| 
Gap 


- = 
5 
4 
| 
‘et 
| 
= 
50 


WISEMAN: Ration Lists FROM ALALAKH IV 


|a-na qa-ti| Te-ia-(l|i a-pi|-il| 
SU.NIGIN 9 ME 96 PA Se-em 
a-na qa-ti ™Te-ia-li 

SU-ma 


289 
(AT pl. XX XIII) 
5 PA Se-em "[3-me-as-ta-ga 
5 PA Se-em ™U-na-ap 
Sa 4-ta-an-ni*! 
a-ptl 
5 PA Se-em ™La-a-tu 
Sa Ga-ta-ha-we 
a-ptl 
Sa ‘Za-zi-e 


290 
(BM. 131581) 

ME ZIZ "Eh-li-ia 
8O ™A-ti-um-| | 
a-na LU.MES 4-ra[4] 
10 ZIZ a-na LU.MES |x-x| 

10 PA™Ha-[x - x 

a-na |x 


[x -|b¢-dt-hi 
a-na LU.MES 4-ra¥! 
28 a-na "Tal-mi-ia 
a-na Ka*-a-za-e 
4 PA ZIZ ™Za-az-ha-ri 
50 “®°Tq-ia*! 
a-na LU.MES 4-be®! 
6 PA a-na LU.MES 
SU.NIGIN 2 ME 67* 
3 ME 70 LAL 2 as-bu 


291 
Missing 

40 PA se-em 
a-na "E-he-te* 
40 PA Se-em 
a-na [h-li-ra 
SU.NIGIN 6 ME 10 PA Se-[em] 
|x x|-x-x*-ma 


-nim 


rev. 
right 
col. 


WwW GQ Q ”™ 


tup-pt Se-im x* 


Sri Gr Gr Gr 


292 
(BM. 131582) 
Upper part lost 
PA ™?|Ti-ra-hi-na 
PA "Ku-sa-ia DUMU Ni-na-na 
PA ™Te-e-li 
PA "Eh-na-ap-pu 


PA ™La-ba-t 
PA ™Pu-ul-lu 
PA] ™Hi-ri-ta 
Rest broken 

Pa "Ma-li-\x x| 
PA ™Ba-an-« 
PA ™Tiil-pi-ia 
PA "Ha-bi-ru 


PA "Tup-pi-ia 
PA "AMi-il-ku-ma 


PA "la-ri-ku 
PA "Ga-li-za 
PA "E-hi-ia DUMU Ar-wa 


PA ™Gi-iz-zu-wa 
PA ™ISKUR.EN 
DUMU 
PA“: = 
PA™ 
PA" x 
PA ™x-|a-bi-e [ 
PA ™x-|am-ta-hu 
PA "x-|a-ri-ma ¥ 
PA 
PA] "Ja-ta-mu 
PA| ™Ta-di-na-nu 
PA ™x 

Rest illegible 


293 


"Ir-te-a DUMU A-[ 
"DUMU* Li-is-la | 
™E-nu-um-ma DUMU 


A-hi-ia DUMU U-la-x*| 


DUMU Be-[ 

DUMU A-wa-ar-ta-e 

DUMU At-ta-ba-ah-li 

DUMU Zi-gi 
DUMU Mu-i-ga 
DUMU Ha-ru 


™Ta-ku-uz-20 
™Wa-ra-tum 
™Im-ma-ri 
"Tup-pt-ia 
™Wi-i-ra 

™ Ar-te-ia 


51 
rev. 
obv. 
4 
3 
obyv. 
3 
[x 
|x 
[ 
rev. 5 
obv. 
10 
5 
15 10 
le. [x 
10 [x 
[x 
rev. is 
[x 
15 [x 
|x 
10 [x 
le.e. 
3 20 
i 
obv. 
5’ | 
10 
A 


20 


rey. 


40 


50 
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Sr Or Gr 


Sr St St St St St 


wt 


Or ~t 


Or 
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™W1-tk-ki 

™ 
™Pu-ul-lu-un 
™Nu-bu-un 

™ Ba-an-e 


DUMU Ka-ku-lu-ta 


DUMU Pu-ut-le-e 
DUMU At-ta-ba-ah-le-e 
DUMU Ku-ta-ha-mu-ri- 
ke-e 
DUMU AN-ka-mi-ra-e 
DUMU F-wi-ia 
DUMU Ar-ru-me 
DUMU Na-du-wi-i-e 
DUMU Ap-Sa-[x - x| 
DUMU Ma-lu-wla-e} 
DUMU Ta-al-[ma-..... | 


™T'e-e8-Sa 
™[r-te-ia 
"Ta-ku-ia 
”™Ha-na-ia 
"™Wu-ul-li 
™Ir-te-a 
™A-zi-ra 


™la-ar DUMU LU 

-ri-zi LU 

™Eh-li-ia-du DU[MU........... 

™ A-up-se DUMU A[m-......... | 

™E-hé-[el-...... 

™Lu-ul-lu-ut-tal DUMU ....... | 

"Pu-hi-ia DUMU Ar[-......... 


™KARISKUR DUMU Ku-ut-mil... | 
™ -hé-a DUMU Te-wi-ial.. . | 
DUMU A-ra-ia 
"Til-pt-ia DUMU Su-ub-la-e 
™Ma-a-ti DUMU A-ra-ia 4 
"[r-te-ia DUMU Su-ub-la-e DUMU 
sa-li 
"A-ri-ia DUMU Be-e-a-e 5 A-up-se 
mA-zi-ra LU SANGA Ku-um-ta 
™A-ra DUMU A-ri-ia DUMU Za-we-e 
™DUMU-a-ma-an DUMU 
KAR-“ISKUR 
"Ta-ku-ia DUMU A-ri-ma-hé Bi- 


Ta-gu-e 5 


"Un-ka DUMU Su-wa-ta-ah-he-c 

™Wa-ra-mu DUMU Ta-ku 5 Hu-ti-ia 

"Tu-ug-ra DUMU DUMU 
A-dam*-ma-le-e 

™Eh-li-ku-Sa DUMU  Sa-ma-hu-la 
Es-Si-ta 

™Su-su-ult|* DUMU A-ta-ah-e 5 A&- 
ta-ia 

™Ma-ha-ia-an DUMU A-hi-Su-e-na-se 
DUMU Be-a-e 

™Pa-ah*-ta-ma DUMU Hu-un-zu*-ra- 
la-e 


Na-na-e 


or 


60 


lee 


obv. 


lo.e. 


rev. 


10’ 


obv. 


~t 


~t 


oL. 13 (1959) 


"Wa-ka-nik-ku-ut DUMU Ia 5 Zi-ge- 
en-ta-bu 

"A-ri-nt DUMU Mu-uh-ra-e 5 Ga-pu- 
ul-e 

™Ta-su-ur-rti DUMU Zi-ka-ki*-ia*-se* 

"Bi-na-tu DUMU Ma-lu-wa-e DUMU 
Wa-[x - x| 

”Ar-nu-bar-ra 


DUMU KAR-e-ni 


DUMU Hu-ti-ia 5 


DUMU 


-ri-tb-Se-ni 


™ - x -jrata Ta-ku-“1s- 


ha-r\a 


= DUMU Ku-wi-ia 
| 

| 

- x x|-ta-bi DUMU Tu-ni-ia 


B\e-en-ti-ia Bar-ru- 


™Ma-lu-wa DUMU Ta-na-[x 5?| Til- 
pi-ta Te-su-ba-x-x-ni-e 
™x|-mi-za-bi DUMU Qa-ma-ku-ta-c 5 
DUMU Si-e-li-ia-e 
| 5 Qa-lu-mu- 


A-ri-ia 


294 

Upper part illeg ble. 
ZIZ "Zi-ku-ia 
ZIZ 
Z1ZA-na-ni-| x x | 
ZIZ ™Su-uh-he [...... 
Z1Z ™A-ri-ku-Sa|-ah?| 
™A-ki-ia 
Ta-ki-ia 
Z1Z ™Sa-ni-it-ha-ma 
ZIZ ™Ia-an-ha 
Z1Z "KAR-ISKUR 
Z1Z ™Bur-ra PA ZIZ™...... 
Z1Z ™As-mu-unl-. . .| 

Rest missing 


295 
PA] SE "Ta-ku-ia 
PA] SE "DINGIR-MES-ma-di 


52 
| 
15 
= 
| 
25 |5 
le. 
30 
oo 
(5? 
= [.. 
455 
- | 
= 
| 
1 


WISEMAN: Ration Lists FRoM ALALAKH IV 53 


4 PA SE ™Si-in-ta 298 
, PA SE "Ta-ha-du-ni (BM. 131584) 
5 4 PASE "A-ri-ip oby.L tup-pt NITLAM.MES 
4 PA SE ™AS-mu-se 3 PA ‘lU-ri-ia' 
4PASE[™ x x}-du 3 PASAL KUR A-la-si-ia 
PA] SE “Pa-ak-ki 3 PASAL.DAM A-ab-zu 
PA SE] "DUMU-Pa-ni-ki 5 3 PA SNa-mi-ni-nu-zi 
10 [4 PA SE] "La-ma-di 3 PA /Hu-ma-ri 
Gap 3 PA ‘Sa-be-la 
rev. PA SE 4-su 3 PA ‘SA-i-ia 
4 PASE “E-hi-ia 3 PA SAS-du-wi-ia 
PA SE ™ISKUR-ma-di 10) 3) SA-ga-bi-di 
PA SE ™A8-ta-bi-LUGAL 3 PA DUMUSAL 
3 PA ‘Su-ma-la 
206 3 PA ‘Za-ba-tum 
(BM. 131583; JCS 8, p. 24) 3 PA ‘Wa-su-mi-a 
MES 15 3 PA /Ni-ga-lu 
‘ A /Ku-ti-ra-te 
3 PA SAL.DAM Na-ra-he 
| -|si-mu? Ku-ra-az-zé-na-se 
[3 PAT SAL] 
Ix-ta-c 50 PA 1] DUMUSAL-[si 
) Rest missing oby.IT PA SAm-na-ia 
3 PA 4Si-tu-he-pa 
2% PA SKu-wa-ni 
(AT pl. XX XIII) 3 PA /ALni-ta-ta 
obv. 5 ME 95 ZIZ.HA 5 38 PA DUMU.SAL Ma-du-he-pa 
Sa é-hdl-lim PA ‘Nam-mi-na 
5 MIE 80 Se-em 3 PAT DUMUSAL "®©Si-ki-we-te 
Sa é-kadl-lim PA ‘4Sa-ti-ma-di 
Su-kil-ti ANSE.KUR.RA 3 PA SKi-na-hi 
Sa a-ra-si-ia-ni 10 3. PA SSi-ri-ia 
sa ™ Tu-tu-wa-se PA STir-gu-ta-wi-ia 
Se-em KI.UD Sa 3 PA 1 DUMUSAL-8& 
rev. UGU x- 8 PA Zi-mi-en-ku 
10 \Sa-an 8 PA 
\ 15 3 PAT DUMU.SAL-Su 
: 3 PA DUMU<.SAL> "®"Ar-za-wa 
?-na-an-na 3 PA ‘A-ra-3a 
ANSE.IKUR.RA.MES 3 PA /Qa-zé-la 
3 PAT DAGAL-la 
20 3 PA‘Am-ma : 
LUGAL-ru PASH i-hi 
Ak-qa-qa-ri-ma-AN 3 PA‘Ku-pa-[pa-...... 
ERI LUGAL-ri 
8 \eseietide 1. This text actually writes consistently 1 SAL in 
: 2 front of female names, a procedure which has parallels 
lu-ti ti-i-de, in the period concerned. 


1 


rev. III 


rev. 


or 


10 


20 


10 


20 


ws) 
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PA SAN.SUR-ma-di 

PA /Qa-ma-ak-[ x x | 
PA /Bur-zi-ga 

PA SA-Su-ha-ni 

PA /Ma-wa-ri 

PA ‘Am-ma 

PA /Eh-lu-lu-wa 

PA /Pu-ut-ta-mar 

PA fAd-du-ut-li 

PA /Me-na 

PA fA-na-nu 


PA 1 DUMU.SAL °®"Ar-ma-te 


PA / Bi-ia 
PA 1 DUMU.SAL ©8°U-hi-zi 
PA 1 DUMU.SAL "8" Ar-ni-qa 


PA DUMU.SAL "®"Su-ha-ru-wa 


PA /Ta-ri-tal-la 

PA /Ha-si-SIG; 

PA SAL "®©Zi-la-ia 
PA 1 DUMU.SAL-S8 
PA SA-bi-[ x - x | 
PA /Su-ha-ru 

PA /Me-na-e 

PA /Pd-ba-an 

PA /Ha-ni-wa-as-di 
PA /Ta-ni-ga-an-za 
PA /Me-na-hu-ra 

PA 

PA 

PA !Nu-bur-e-la 

PA /Tr-hu-na-ni 

PA /Hé-pa-mu-se 

PA /Me-na-hu-ra 

PA /Mi-Sa-t 

PA SHi-du 

PA /Ar-na-ni-ga 

PA /Su-wa-du 

PA /An-ni-wa-su 

PA /Ga-pa-zi-la-ni 
PA /Ta-ki-sa-i-ti 

PA /Ga-ia 

PA /Ku-du-ra-hi 

PA /Ma-du-he-pa 

PA /Si-nu-ri 


25 
le.e 


obv. 


rev. 


ov. 


10 


20 


30 


lo.e. 


PA /Ga-as-si-tum 
3 PA SAn-za-i-li 


299 
(JCS 8, p. 25 


5 MES8PA ZIZ.UA 
5 ME6PA SE.UA 
35 ANSE 


la 7-ru-ub 


300 
(BM. 131585) 
LU.MES 0-ni-ga| Sa ZIZ.HA i-na- E-ti] 
™Hu-ra-ra-du a-na pu-hi il-qi-v 
2 PA ZIZ UGU 


2 UGU 

2 UGU "U-ru-li-ia 

2 UGU "ALli-ra-li 

2 UGU mSe-na-ga ™Se-na-ga LU 


LU.MES ©®"Pa-ga-ta-la®! sa ZIZ.HA 
i-na a-na pu-hi il-qi-t 


10 PA ZIZ UGU ™A-bu 


UGU "Nu-ur-hé-el-mu 

UGU ™Al-el-mu 

UGU ™Su-ul-lu-ma LU. 
NAGAR 

5 UGU ™Ab-di-A-na-ti LU.SU.1 

UGU "Ta-se-wa-hi-ta 


LU.MES Pa-ga-ta-la®! sa ZIZ.HA 
i-na 4-la-la-ah®! i-na 
"Hu-ra-ra-du pu-hi il-qi-v 

10 PA ZIZ UGU ™As-mu-wa 

10 UGU ™A-tu-wa 

5 

5 ™Sa-ku-wa 

8 UGU "Ku-ul-la 

LU.MES sa ZIZ.HA i-na 

URC 4 -la-la-ah 

B-ti ™Hu-ra-ra-du 2-8u pu-hi il-qi-t 


[x] PA ZIZ UGU "Hu-ul-ki 


|x| UGU "Hu-bi-ta 

|x| UGU "A&-ma-as-ta-bi 

[x] UGU ™Se-cb-ra LU NAR 
URU Bi-ra-Se-na 

[x] Eh-li“ISKUR DUMU 
x -8i-in-ta LU.SU*.A 

[x] UGU ™A-na-ni DUMU Ha- 
ma-ra 


54 
é 
| | 
25 
: | V 
15 
3 
3 
3 5 3 
3 = 
3 
3 
: m 3 
3 
3 
3 25 
3 
15 3 
‘ 
3 
3 
3 = 
m 3 


rev. 


40 


45 


50 


60 
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DUMU “Hu-ra-r[a-du| 
DUMU Ma-[....] 


|x |-a DUMU Gu- 
za-la 

|x UGU J-an-ni 
DUMU Pa-an-e 

|x Je DUMU 
Ku-ri-ia 

PUG na-ru-l[i|* 

6| UGU| ™Ta-ah*-a-ia DUMU 
E-wi-ia 

"Mu-uh?-ra-hi DUMU 
Nu-ur-i-ta 

3 UGU ™ A -kab-ke DUMU 
AS-ta-a-ia 

3 UGU ™Ta-gu-ia DUMU 
Bi-ti-{x| 

6 UGU ”Bi-ti-ia DUMU 


la-ri-ia 
UGU DUMU 
Za-\x x 
i-na ™Hu-ra-ra-du 2-u il-qi-t 
Ix PA] ZIZ UGU ™Mu-zi A-ta- 
ble-e|n-t 


w 


[x] ™A-ta-as-ku DUMU 
|x x]-e-da 

|x] UGU ™Zi-za-ra-ti ~=DUMU 
Sar-ku-ni 

[x] UGU DUMU 
Ku-ra-ad 

|x] UGU ” Be-i-ri DUMU 
A§-ta-a-ia 

[x] ™A-ra-a-ia ~=DUMU 
Tu-[x x] 

[x] UGU ™1s-bi-[.. DUMU 


™Se-eb-ral DUMU 


[LU.MES ’Bi-ra-se-na¥®! sla ZIZHA 
i-na 4-la-la-ah| 

i-na ™Hu-ra-ra-du plu-hi il-qi-i) 


10 


obv. 


55 
[....]ta-ba-li DUMU E-hé-ia [... .| 
[..... | 
301 
LU.MES Pa-ga-ta-li*! 


Sa ZIZ.HA i-na 0-pa-la-li*! 

KI ™Hu-ra-ra-du *°ha-za-an-nu |sja 
ni-ga®! 

a-na pu-hi il-qu-t 


4 ZIZ UGU ™A-bu LU KUR 
MAR.TU*! 
4 S8PA ZIZ UGU ™Ab-di-A-na-ti LU 
KUR MAR.TUF! 
4 S8PA ZIZ UGU ™ALli-fim|-mu LU. 
NAGAR 
4 S8PA Z1IZ UGU ™Wa-su-na-nu ©“ta- 
ha-ap-su-hu-li 
4 S8PA UGU ™A-na-nu-me-ni 
4 S8PA ZIZ UGU ™Ta-as-wa-pu-hi-ia 
ta-ha-ap-Su-hu-li 
4 SPA ZIZ UGU "U-ri-el-mu 
3 SI8PA 7 ga 1/2 UGU ™Za-ba-bu 
4 S8PA ZIZ UGU ”Ta-ku-wa 
LU.MES 0-pa-la-li®! Sa ZIZ.HA 
[i-na ma-ki-hé 
™Hu-ra-|ra-du ©“ ha-za-an-nu sa U- 
ni-ga*! 
la-na pu-hi 
[Ix SPA x UGU ™|Nu-ur-ku-un 
DUMU Za-t-ma 
-|eS-ta-bi-ri? 
-|it-ha-pa*®! 
™|Ta-ah-e 
™| Am-mi-ia 
Deeeccaaie }2[ x x x ] PA ™Lu-ul-lu 
| Ik-Su-ta ™Ta-ta 
JA 1 PA ZIZ UGU ™Eb-li- 
gi-a-se 
302 
(BM. 131586; JCS 8, p. 25) 
LU.MES © Pa-qa-ta-[li| 


pu-ha ZIZ il-qu-v 
4 PA ZIZ ™A-bu 


3 PA ™A-ia-bu 
PA "Ta-ku-wa 
3 PA ™ 


65 
35 : 
le.e 
5 
= 
15 
|_| 
20 
lo.e. 
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[x] 
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10 


rey. 


obv. 


or 


10 


obv. 


10 


rev. 
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FA ™Ku-zi-ia 
3 PA "KAR-ISKUR 
FA ™A-na-wa 

PA ™A-ki-ia 
3 PA - *"™Ta-ta-e 

2 PA ™Pu-hi-ia 

[Ix] PA "(ra-ui-la 


Uninscribed 


303 
LU.MES Ha-zi-lu-[uh-e| 
ka i-na 
pu-ha Z1Z il-qi-i 
Ix x x x]JSU.A 
"Ta-ku-ia DUMU |x x| 
E-hé-el[-......... 
Rest destroyed 
3 lines illegible 
Ix x |-puw DUMU [x x x 
"A-ki-ia DUMU Bur-ra 
mx-|ma-zi DUMU Ta-ku-ia 
™(x-|bur-kt DUMU Gu-t-la 
"Ma-zi DUMU I8-pdr-ta-bi 
mIKAR-ku-bi DUMU U-[x]-ia 
mA-zi-ra|x x x x] 
Rest destroyed 


304 
(BM. 131587) 
ka Se-lem.HA pu-ha (Z1Z? il-qi-d| 


PA "Ki-bu-[x - x| 
PA ™A-na-ni 
PA ™Ta-ku-hu-li 
PA ™DUMU KAR-‘Ku-bi 
PA "Til?-\pi-ia 


PA ™| x-wa-nu 
PA] "Ta-ku-hu-li 
PA] "Zi-ia-hu 

PA] "Be-tap-se 
PA] ™Ta-ah-ra 

PA "Ga-zi-ra 

PA ™Pu-hi-ia 

PA ™Ni-[x x 

PA ™Eh-lu(m)-4[ x 
PA ™Ki-te-ni 
} 


305 

obv. ke-em. HA Sa pu-ha il-qi-ii| 
. 
4 E.AS.AS.YA [........... 
6 PA ™Su-ku-ri-ia[........ | 

6 PA™Ku-Sa-ia |[....... 

6 PA 
6 PA ™Su-ma DUMU Ir-te-[. ... 
6 PA ™Til-pi-LUGAL-ri [....] 
6 PA ™A-ri-LUGAL-ri [....... 


Ix PA™x-|-me-ku-uh-e |... .| 
Ix PA ™|A-zi-ra Za-hu-ria ... .| 
[x PA] "Ba-ia[...... 
15) [x PA] "/-ri-tt-ta |... .. | 
[x PA ™|Se-eb-ra [..... | 
[x PA ... .| 
ix] PA “Pa-te-ki 
| 
PA *A-zu-[...... 
loe. 6 PA™Wa-ra-mal...... 
PA *Eb-li-[...... 
rev. [x] PA "Su-uh-hé-ia 
25 [x x |™A-ki-ia 


10. [x PA ™AS-|ta-ku-na DUMU Na-as-wa 


| PA ™Be-Se-pa-[........ | 
| 


PA ™AS-ta-ia| x | 

PA ™A-Se-en-nt 

PA "Du-ug-|gi| 

PA "AS-ta-ia|-x-x| 

PA "DUMU-Be-en|-x-x] 
PA ™A-na-ni|-x-x| 

PA ™"A-up-Se|-x 

PA "Tup-pt-[...:.. 

PA ™Ba-ra-[...... 

PA] *DUMU-E[........] 
PA *DUMU-"® "Ha-[.... 
PA ™Sar-ru-wla 
PA ™Sar-ni-[....... | 

PA "J-ri-i[b ..... | 

PA "Wa-ra[-....... | 


= 
rev. 
5 
= 
‘a | 
5 | 
| 
| 
| ] 
| 
| 
| 
15 | 
| 
PA] 
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Ix x ™x]-di-ia 

Ix x x | ha-za-an-nu 

Ix x BHA 

Ix ] Se-er-Se-ni-na 

Ix x x | PA Se-em.MES 


DUMU.MES 'Se-er-Se-ni-na®! 
DUMU.MES 


5 PA 
5 PA™Pa-an-ce 
PA “Ta -ki-ia 
5 PA ™Ta-Su-wa 
5 PA ™ZAG-di? 
PA ™Mu-na-hu 
5 PA "Za-bu-ga 
10 5 PA ™I-li-va 
PA ™Zi-ku-ra 
PA ™Ma-zi 
5 PA ™I-li-ia 
5 PA ™Ku-lu-ul-[e?| 
5 PA ™AS-mu-Se-[ni| 
5 PA"™Ta-ku 
we. PA ™EK-ra-ta 
PA SE.MES 
lee. 5 PA ™Pu-hi-ia 
50 5 PA ™Ku-Ssa-ia 
SU.NIGIN [....] 
Su-zu-|[bu-tu| 
306 
(BM. 151588) 
oby. [x ZIZ| 
Ix] ZIZ "Su-uh-hé-en 
4. Z1Z "A-zi-ra DUMU Du-ti-na 
tuppi pu-hi 
5 ”™Tup-pi-ia DUMU A-ta-na-be-ti 
LIZ "Wa-ha-ar-Se DUMU Ku-zu-ri 
[x] ZIZ ™A-ri-ip-AN SUR DUMU. Ga- 
az-20 
[Ix ZIZ”U-na-a-ia DUMU Ta-ku 
| DUMU A-ta-na-be-ti 
f ...... | DUMU A-ga-a 
|-ma-ar-te-e 
End broken 
rev. Beginning broken 
ji-hu 35 ZIZ.UA 
DUMU  Tak*-ku-wa 
-|x* 
-ji-ni DUMU E-hi 37 ZIZ.HA 
|-ISKUR DUMU Hi-it-ti 33 
ZIZ.HA 


| PA ™"Hu-w-ta DUMU Ta-e-ia 52 
ZIZ.HA 


10’ 


obv. 


10 


30 


le.e 


obyv. 


ZIZ PA ™"Ku-un-na DUMU Ha-ki-ia 31 
ZIZUHA 

5 “IZ PA ™A-we-e-ra 43 ZIZ.HA 

ZIZ PA "DUMU-Ni-ti-i8-Su 47 ZIZ.HA 

4 PA ™Sa-ri-ia 40 ZIZ.HA 11 

|x| ZIZ PA ™Ta-ar-i DUMU Ka-pu-li 

31 ZIZMA 11 


[x 


~ 


| DUMU Za-za-ra-e 

| 36 ZIZHA 

-|GI1-8u il-qt 

|-kt-in DUMU Ub-ra 
307 


LU.MES 8Gii*-ra-su®! Sa Se-[em il-qi-t| 
> PA ™Ha-na-ia 
5 PA™Ku-ku DUMU Ta-gu 
5 
5 PA™Te-ke DUMU A-zi-ra 
4, PA™Pu-bu DUMU Mu-zi 
PA "E-hé-ia DUMU A-a{i-ra| 
PA "A-zi-ra DUMU - x} 
PA "Til-pi DUMU Ag-gi-ni 
PA "KAR-X DUMU Su-ub-ra 
PA "Su-hi DUMU Nu-ur-i 
PA "Sar-ra DUMU Eh-lu(m)-AN 
PA "Ku-ku DUMU A-ri-ku 
PA ™"Ma-zi-ia DUMU Ta-gu 
PA ™Ta-ku-wa DUMU Za-zé*-e 
PA "Na-ad-na DUMU Zi-li-na*-se* 
PA "Sa-ma-hu-la DUMU [x x| 


PA "Na-sa DUMU A-ri-i[a] 

PA "Til-pi DUMU A5-ta-ia 

PA "E-wi-ia DUMU Mu-su 

PA "Tu-tu DUMU E-wi-ia 

PA "Nu-bur-ki DUMU Eh-bar-e 
PA "Su-hi DIUMU Eh?-lli-ia 

PA ™Ma-zi{[DUMU x-|ri-ma 
PA "[r-te-ia [DUMU x|-ur-ri 
PA "A-ki-ia DUMU [U5]-ta-ia 
PA ™As-ma LU Hu-UD-ma-na 
PA "ZAG DUMU Ta-gu 

SU NIGIN 7 ME 32 PA Se-em 


308 
(BM 131589) 
LU.MES 
Sa Se-em a-na pu-ha il-qu-v 


Qi Gr SR GH HR OQ Gr BW Q KB AQ GQ Q & 


PA ™DUMU-Si-nu-ra [DUMU ....... | 
PA "DUMU-E-wa DUMU[ ......... | 
PA "[-ri-ia[DUMU ........ | 

DUMU ....... 

PA "Ga-[.... DUMU....... | 


4 
ay 
» 
30 
ve 
° 
~/ 
~ 
‘ 
lo.e. 
‘ 
20 
rev. 
25 
|_| 


rev. 


le.e. 


obv. 


10 


rev. 


obv. 


5 


lo.e. 


rev. 


10’ 


JOURNAL OF CUNEIFORM Struptes, Vou. 13 (1959) 


PA "Eh-li-ku-ia DUMU[ ...... | 
PA "Ma-zi-ia [DUMU 
PA "Ia-as-8i [... DUMU ....] 
PA "Ir-te-[..... DUMU ....] 
. Lower part broken 
Upper part broken 
Sa © Hu-UD-ma-na 


Sr Sr St 


e 


-l\i-8e el-gt 
308a 
[x PASE™...]ia 4 PASE "Su-hal-x] 


Ix x x ™...-|bur-ri 4 PA SE "Ga-mi-ia 

[Ix x x ™...-]bu-ra 4 PA SE 
ni-ta 

[x x x ™...]-28 PASE "Ta-gu 

[x x x PASE ™Bi-ta-di 

[Ix x x ™...] , PASE KAR- 
4XXX 

x = = , PA SE "A-ki-ia 

Ix x x 4 PASE 
rum-ma 

[Ix x x , PA SE 

xx 4{[PASE™...... 

SPA =x .......... 

[Ix x x ™|LUGAL-ru-up-Se [......... 

[Ix x ™|Bh-li ““ha-za-nu 

[Ix x x ™A-up-Se 4 PA SE ™A-ri-mu- 


Su-nt 
Ix x x ™|Wa-an-di-ia *“tar*-ki-is-[x 


|6.AS.AS.HA 
[SU.NIGIN x Se-em “®©UL-la®! 


308b 
(BM. 131590) 
Upper part broken 


3 PA ™A-rif-..... | 
FA } 
| 
>. | 
WA ..........-. | 
$3 PA ZZ*Hel............... 
8 PA 


le.e. 


obv. 


or 


rev. 


rev. 


obv. 


rev. 


obv. 


rev. 


obv. 


PA 


[x] PA ZIZm[......... 


ORUSu-hur-ri 


309 
(BM. 131591; AT pl.XXXIID) 
ina ITU ZU* 
SE DINGIR.MES 
4 Tar-hu-zi-ti 
ga “Hé-bat 
ga SE LU.MES x* 
SE DINGIR.MES 


SE ni-is ™Be-ru-wa 


310 
(JCS 8, p.25) 
ina ITU GUD. [x] 
SE D[INGIR|.MES 
14 ga a-na "Tar-hu-zi-ti 
> gaa-na "Be-ru-wa 
ga MESma-ri-ia-nu 
2 qa 


(JCS 8, p.25) 
/ ina ITU AB 
SE DINGIR.MES 
14 qa a-na ™Tar-hu-zi-ti 
1 qa Sk a-na "AN-ta-ak?-ia 
1 qa LU.MES An-na-as-te(!) 


20 ga DINGIR.MES sa 


ha-ge-es-Se 


312 
(BM. 131592; JCS 8, p.25) 
ina ITU SE 
SE DINGIR.MES 
14 ga a-na "Tar-hu-zi-li 
SE ma-ri-ia-nu 
IGL./ a-na "Wa-la-gi 


313 
(BM 131593; JCS 8, p.25) 
ITU SE 
SE DINGIR.MES 
14 ga a-na "Tar-hu-zi-ti 
4 LU.MES 
7 qa 


314 
(JCS 8; p.25) 

ITU SE 

DINGIR.MES 


ina 
1 SE 


58 
- 
5 
3 rev... 
| 


1 
Wiseman: Ration Lists From ALALAKH IV 59 
14 ga a-na "Tar-hu-zi-ti 1?4 qa Wa-la-ag <-gi> 
SE ta-am-me-na rev. LU.MES x x -ni 
rev. 2* ga 12 qa y 
315 317 
(BM 131594; JCS 8, p.25) (JCS 8, p.26) ‘ 
obv. 1 ina ITU KIN obv. 1 ina ITU AB 7 
SE DINGIR.MES 3 SE DINGIR.MES 
14 qa 134 ga a-na "Tar-hu-zi-ti 
™Na-ta-la?-ap?-pa 14 ga a-na "Qa-ma-du-la 
5 73 5 13 qa a-na™Wa-la-ag-gi 
rev. 5 ga KAS.HA rev. 6 ga KAS.HA 2 
318 
316 (JCS 8, p.26) : 
(ICS 8, p.25) oby. [1 ina ITU] KIN 
1 ina ITU BIL SE] DINGIR.MES 
SE DINGIR.MES [x a-na ™Tar-hu-|zi-ti 
4 gaa-na™Tar-hu-zi-ti Gap 
5 4 ga LU KUR  Ha-at-te [Ix ga KA|S.HA 


| 
: 
7 


ADDENDUM 1 


The numbers allocated to the share of the Alalah tablets now in the British Museum (47. pp. 123-4) 
are: 


AT B.M AT B.M. AT BM. AT B.M AT B.M. AT B.M. 
1 131446 79 131481 151 131516 226 131551 300 131585 367 131619 
3 131447 SI] 131482 152 131517 228 131552 302 131586 370 131620 
5) 131448 S4 131483 153 131518 230 131553 304 131587 372 131621 
7 131449 S7 131484 156 131519 232 131554 306 131588 381 131622 
9 131450 89 131485 160 131520 235 131555 308 131589 390 131623 
10 131451 91 131486 162 131521 236 131556 308b 131590 392 131624 
13 131452 93 131487 165 131522 237 131557 309 131591 393 131625 
15 131453 95 151488 166 131523 239 131558 312 131592 396 131626 
17 131454 96 131489 170 131524 246 131559 313 131593 397 131627 
18 131455 98a 131490 171 131525 247 131560 315 131594 399 131628 
19 131456 98b 131491 172 131526 250 131561 320 131595 401 131629 
22 131457 98d 131492 174 131527 251 131562 322 131596 404 131630 
28 131458 100 131493 179 131528 24 131563 323 131597 106 131631 
30 131459 102 131494 183 131529 256 131564 324b 131598 112 131632 
33 131460 103 131495 IS5 131530 258 131565 326 131599 116 131633 
36 131461 104 131496 187 131531 260 131566 328 131600 118 131634 
37 131462 108 131497 ISS 131532 263 131567 329 131601 420 131685 
40 131463 110 131498 190 1315383 266 131568 333 131602 422 131636 
41 131464 114 131499 191 131534 267 131569 336 131605 $23 131637 
43 131465 117 131500 192 131535 270 131570 340 131604 $25 131638 
45 131466 119 131501 194 131536 272 131571 342 131605 $27 131639 
16 131467 122 131502 196 131537 273 131572 343 131606 $29 131640 
48 131468 123 131503 199 131538 276 131573 344 131607 431 131641 
50 131469 124 131504 203 131539 278 131574 345 131608 4:32 131642 
53 131470 126 131505 204 131540 280 131575 3A7 131609 434 131643 
55 131471 128 131506 207 131541 282 131576 348 131610 137 131644 
56 131472 130 131507 208 131542 283b 131577 350 131611 13S 131645 
60 131473 133 131508 210 131543 284 131578 353 131612 44] 131646 
61 131474 136 131509 214 131544 285 131579 355 131613 Ha 131647 
62 | 131475 138 131510 215 131545 288 131580 357 131614 1455 131648 
65 131476 142 131511 217 131546 290, 131581 359 131615 146 131649 
70 131477 144 131512 218 131547 292 131582 361 131616 150 131650 
71 131478 147 131513 220 131548 296 131583 362 131617 151 131651 
73 131479 148 131514 221 131549 298 131584 365 151618 152 131652 
76 131480 149 131515 223 131550 


The Tablets *455, *456, published since 1953, are now in the Museum of Antakya, Turkey. 
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ADDENDUM 2 


The Alalah Seal Impressions 


The note by Sir C. L. Woolley in his “Cata- 
logue of Seals and Seal Impressions” (Alalakh 
(1955) p. 266) refers to my publication of the 
Abban Seal No. 442b(2) in JCS. 8, pp. 3, 30 
(= 444b). The excavation No. AT/39/184 ap- 
plies only to this Abban seal (Woolley’s No. 145); 
the remainder of the group 146-152 bear no exca- 
vation number and may well come from other 
levels and periods. The following correlation of 
the tablets (published in AT’ in 1953) bearing 
seal impressions with the seal impressions pub- 
lished by Woolley (op. cit.) may prove helpful in 
providing some corrections and additions to the 
latter work. 

A.T. (Wiseman) Alalakh (Woolley) 
2a 82 
2b; 15; 16; 46, 47, 67, 64 (Abban-Niqmepa ) 
72-74, 82-85, 91, 98e, 101-2 


12 B 

7e 

7g 11 

13-14 47 

48, 70 (not 75), 87, 94, 1083 66 (Ilim-ilimma) 
49 65 

50 83 
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67 
97 13 
108 50 
111-112 51 
184 70 
329 
363a 
390 83 
392 71 
417 48 
424 49 
425 83 


Note that: Woolley 9, is an unpublished frag- 
ment (text illegible); 50 is not AT No. 251; 53-56 
are not Wiseman 230; 64, 82 (ATT/38/212) = 
Wiseman 2 (ATT/212) not 153; 65 = Wiseman 
49 not 75; 68-69 are unpublished (Tablet No. is 
ATT/228); 79 = Wiseman 97 is from Level VII, 
not IV. 

The following seal-impressions are not pub- 
lished in Woolley’s book. Idrimi (on AT’. Nos. 17, 
71, 99a, 100 (good example), 187, 227, 395) 
Niqmepa stamp seal (AT.104); Ammitaku (AT, 
61, 443b); Barrata (A 7, 75a); Tewatti (AT, 75b); 
Warad-Kubi (AT.105); Ir-Tessup (A7, 107) and 
AT Nos. 89, 99b, 229, 325, 342, 355, 401-3, 418. 
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285, 3 
285, 
285, r2 
238, 2 
290, '3 


290, '9 
291,2 


241, 6 
291, 7’ 
293, | 
293, 3 
293, 5 
293, 42 
293, 46 
293, So 
293, 52 
52 
293, 55 
293, 66 
2%, § 
297, '0 ete. 
298, 
299, 3 
300, 3 
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BFA 


300, 32 


300, 33 


300, 42 
300, 42 


300, 43 
300, 44.45 
301, r6 
302, 6 
304, | 
306, r 2’ 
306, 3 
307, | 
307, is 
307, 16 
306a,4 


308a,r5 


3084, 5’ 


309,5 


314, 5 


Sic ! 


= 
300, 30 42:7 
30 =r 
AAT 
< 
spe 
nec 
| 
throughout text 
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REMARKS ON THE LISTS FROM ALALAKH IV 


ALBRECHT GOETZE 


Yale University 


New Haven, Connecticut, U.S. A. 


284. Apparently asib ‘is staying” which ap- 
pears only in the last line must be understood 
with each line. For ana instead of ina see M. 
Tsevat, HUCA 29 (1958) 122, 131ff. After the 
preposition we find in most lines place names. 
Almost all of them occur elsewhere in the Alalah 
tablets. Only Ja-ra-bi-ig seems new; it belongs 
to the type which is represented by A-da-bi-ig, 
Ab-ra-ti-ig, A-ra-zi-ig (all in Alalah texts), 
A-tal-lig or A-tal-li-ki (alphabetie dtlg) (from 
Ugarit). The reason for which these men are 
given rations is not recognizable. Sarnita (1.8) 
is apparently away from his home town. The 
same may be true of Sebra (1.4) if “ge-en-gi may be 
understood as a phonetic spelling of ‘“kin.ges(-a), 
Akk. mdr Sipri “envoy”. Line 2 with its a-na 
it-ti-Su-ma diverges from the norm; one cannot 
help thinking but that this much discussed 
phrase refers here to place and not to time. 

285. Se-em is here and elsewhere in texts from 
Alalah IV accusative and thus stands for Se-am. 
This treatment is well known from Mari, see 
Ch.-F. Jean, RA 34 (1937) 169ff; A. Finet, 


L’accadien des lettres de Mari (1956) 8f. — rev. 
2: Should this not read rather |... . |-ba-ha-la-ti-ia, 
i.e. [....]-ba‘latiya? 


286. The presence of witnesses at the end points 
to a kind of contract. The last line (1.20) seems 
to refer to the cutting of the neck of a ewe. One 
might expect na-ki-is. 

287. 2: “""Jr-gdl-li (spelled Ir-IG-li) is obvi- 
ously identical with the common °®°/r-ki-il-li 
(var. Jr-ki-li) —13: More normally we find 
La-az-zé (i.e. Laz-we?). 

288. In contrast with No. 289 the name of the 
receiver is not mentioned. However, because of 
the accusative Se’em (see on 285) apil must be 
actival (‘had barley paid to him’’). 

289. 6: The -we attached to Ga-ta-ha marks 
the genitive. 

290. 14: With the name Za-az-ha-ri (cf. AT 
Index) compare the place name Za-za-ha-ru-wa 
(PRU IV 255). — 20: “368 (measures of ZIZ) 
remain”’. 
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292. obv. 4: Eh-na-ap-pu occurs in Ugarit as a 
place name (PRU III p.265 s.v. Ah-na(b)-bu/bt). 
Most likely this stands for Eh-la(-ap)-pu (AT 
Index), i.e. *Khla/ip-apu. —rev. right 15: 
“ISKUR.EN should be read TeiSub-ewri, cf. 
“ISKUR-ib-ri AT 129 4; 179 5 and “ISKUR.EN- 
ri AT 171 4. 

293. rev. 42: ef. “ISKUR-ni ku-ub-ti KBo V 2 
ii 58. —rev. 50: Su-su-ut and Wa-ka-ntk-ku-ut 
recall the Subarian name Bug-Su-ut (see I. J. 
Gelb, Hurrians and Subarians 101). 

295. obv. 2: DINGIR.MES-ma-di = Enna- 
madi. 

296. 5: ku-ra-az-zé-na-se is a gen. of a plural, 
analyze kurazze=na=S=(w)e and see RHA 39 
(1940) 200 ff. 

297. This memorandum for the king (thus with 
M. Tsevat, HUCA 29, 1958, 122) is difficult to 
read and to understand. e’em in 1.3, asin I1.8, 12, 
is accusative and thus must depend on a verb. 
This can only be d-7-la of 11.10/11 (thus read 
again with Tsevat). The forms d-i-la and u-7-il 
(1.15) point to the pret. of e’élu D “bind”. For 
e’élu(m) eli... compare e’élu ina muhhi . . . (Neo- 
Babylonian) (examples in CAD). The occur- 
rence of znanna in connection with a-7-dl in 1.15, 
makes in a pluperfect. — 5: The 
first word of the line seems to take the place of 
frequent Sd.gal, in other words means ‘fodder’ 
and is probably to be read su-kil-tti belonging to 
akdlu “eat”. —6: '“a-ra-Si-ia-ni, no doubt a 
Hurrian word, is otherwise unknown. However, 
Yurrian words in the sphere of horse keeping are 
certainly appropriate. — 8: Se-em maskanim sa 
...iS apparently a noun in the accusative with 
an apposition. The connection of grain with the 
threshing floor (AJSL 52, 1936, 143ff.) in cases 
of indebtedness is well known. — 9: Instead of 
reading in this line an entirely unknown place 
name, it seems to me necessary to recognize at its 
end — after """Ni-hé—a dual nominative, the 
subject of w-i-la. — 13: a-ru-tu-8i recurs in 
a-ru-tu-us-Sa in 1.20 which might be for arutus?-sa, 
the -sa referring to ékallum (fem.?). This is 


= 
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another Hurrian term, most likely an abstract 
(ef. E. A. Speiser, Introduction to Hurrian p.117). 
Connecting it with ar- “‘give’’, a possible meaning 
seems “obligation”? — 18: After Su-kiil-tu (as 1.5) 
and in front of (w)arad Sarri “royal slave’ a name 
is expected. It must be admitted that there is no 
parallel to As-(/Tds-)qa-qa-ri-ma-an; unless one 
thinks of Kassite name Tas-Si-gu-ru-mas (and 
var.). 
298. See detailed treatment separately. 


300-308 form a group. In these texts the state- 
ment is made that certain people “took ZIZ 
(kunisu) for a substitute (ana pihi)”. The 
amounts taken are debited to them (UGU = 
eli x); thus explicitly in 300, 301, and to be under- 
stood in the rest of the texts. To judge by 304, 
305 the ZIZ seems to be substituted for barley 
(Se’um). 

Most of the towns are otherwise known from 
Alalah tablets (except those commented upon 
presently ). 

300. 32: Perhaps Nig-mu-e, i.e. Nig/kmu=(w)e. 

301. 2: U-pa-la-li is not otherwise known. In 
Il.14f a distinction is made between U-pa-la-li and 
U-pa-la-li ma-ki-hé. The meaning of the 
(Hurrian) adjective is unknown; “small/big” and 
“upper/lower” of which one would think first 
seems excluded because these are known in 
Hurrian and differ. 8: tahapsuh(ujlu belongs 
as nomen professionis to tahapse “strip, belt” for 
which see A. Goetze, Corolla Linguistica (1955) 

303. 1: Ha-zi-lu-[uh-e], restored from AT 161 
14 (see J. Bottéro, Le probleéme des Habiru p.182), 
can hardly be separated from Hal-zi-lu-ha_ of 
Assurnasirpal (Ann. i 102); ef. the relationship be- 


tween the professional name hasihlu (Billa texts, 
JCS 7 124) and halzuhlu (Nuzu). It looks as 
though Halsi-luha were a popular etymology for 
Hurrian Haziluh(e). 

304. 22: “RUZa-bu-[..... | I am unable to re- 
store for lack of parallels. 

305. 1: not otherwise 
known. 28: This also goes for V®Se-er-Xe- 
ni-na; for the basic word compare Se-er-8i 
Langdon, Tabl. from Drehem 67 9 and Se-re-se 
Tigl.-Pil. I Cyl. ii 3. 

306. 4: (or O-tal-lu) is unknown. 

307. 1: For Gurazu see also AT 180 (J. Bottéro, 
Le probléme des Habiru p.183) 1.7. 

3082. 1: Ulla is unknown. 

308b. le.e.: With Su-hur-ri compare 4X Su-hur- 
ri-bi (i.e. Suhur=ni=we) KUB VI 45 i 39 (ef. 
H. G. Giiterbock, Siegel aus Bogazkéy I, 1940, 
20). 


309-318 form another group. These texts 
enumerate amounts of barley expended and in all 
of them figure the gods and Tarhu-ziti. The 
latter is probably the highest Hittite official at 
Alalah. 

309: Be-ru-wa as a personal name occurring 
also in Bogazkéy and in Kiiltepe. The name is 
identical with that of the god Perwa who is con- 
nected with the horse (see H. Otten, Jahrb. fiir 
Kleinas. Forsch. 2, 1951, 62-73) and heads the 
Kaneshite pantheon (A. Goetze, Lang. 29, 1953, 
264f.). Beruwa (also 310 4) is probably likewise 


a Hittite official. 

311. 7: ha-ge-es-Se is probably a plural genitive 
from hage =%=we,; ef. A. Goetze, RHA 39 (1940) 
200, 203f. 


‘ 


CRITICAL REVIEWS 


‘inar von Schuler, Hethitische Dienstanweisungen 

fiir héhere Hof- und Staatsbeamte. Ein 
Beitrag zum antiken Recht  Wleinasiens. 
(Archiv fiir Orientforschung herausgegeben 
von Ernst Weidner, Beiheft 10.) Graz, Im 
Selbstverlage des Herausgebers, 1957. II + 66 
pp. 


The “instructions” which are here presented in 
transliteration and translation have been avail- 
able in cuneiform writing for a very long time. In 
part they had been copied by Ehelolf as early as 
1925 (the main bél madgalti texts), in part by 
myself in 1928 and 1933 (the instructions for the 
LU.MES SAG and for “princes and noblemen”). 
If they have not yet been translated as a whole, 
then only because there was always the hope and 
the expectation that additional fragments might 
turn up. In the case of the bél madgalti text this 
has been borne out. Additional material became 
available just before the war in copies by J. 
Sturm and H. Otten in KUB XXXI._ It is grati- 
fying that E. von Schuler has now taken on the 
assignment of making this important material 
available to historians, absolving himself credit- 
ably of a difficult task. 

The texts here assembled are in places rather 
difficult. As the first editor of some of them I 
have studied them continually and thoroughly; I 
may be permitted to offer here some of my ob- 
servations, particularly where I differ from the 
author. 

All students of Hittite feel deeply indebted to 
Johannes Friedrich for the excellent tools — his 
grammar and his Worterbuch — with which he 
has provided them; the help they offer is invalu- 
able. It must be remembered, however, that they 
are merely the storehouse for the achievements of 
the earlier workers in the field. We deal with a 
language which had been completely forgotten; 
every step forward in our understanding must be 
reflected in grammar and dictionary, especially in 
the latter. This means that the critical attitude 
with which it was compiled must be extended to 
itself. Ideally, texts should not be read with the 
dictionary by the interpreter’s side; rather the 
continuous study of old and new texts should 
result in constant improvement on the dictionary 
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A publication like the present one must in- 
evitably deepen the understanding of numerous 
passages in the texts which it interprets. This 
should lead to positing more precise or completely 
new meanings for certain words. One must not 
stop searching when the observation is made that 
the meaning which has hitherto been advocated 
does not make sense. It should rather be a chal- 
lenge for re-examining the evidence which, after 
all, may have been misinterpreted so far. 

The phrase most characteristic for the “oaths” 
of the officials is that — found at the end of many 
of the sections — by which the gods of the oath 
are invoked to punish him who violates his obliga- 
tions. The various forms of this phrase are essen- 
tial for a correct interpretation and should have 
been investigated. 

The most elaborate form is nu apas memiyas 
linkiya kattan kittaru “let that matter be placed 
under (i.e. be covered by) the oath!”’ Thusin text 
No.1 $§$15 and 16 (both times damaged). This is 
clearly a complete and independent sentence. 
Once (No.1 $36) apas memiyas is replaced by kuzt 
imma kuit kukupalatar “any subterfuge else”. A 
reference back to the persons placed under oath 
may be included: No.2 §2 (-smaé ‘‘for you’’). 

A shorter formula employs apadda-ya ‘that 
also” instead of apas memiyas; thus No.2 §§5 and 
6. Both passages add “for him”’. 

Syntactically we find, in all these cases, the 
situation which is considered as a violation of the 
official’s obligation described in what looks like 
independent clauses. In reality the clauses should 
all be introduced in the translation by ‘‘supposing”’ 
as they would be in an abstract book of rules and 
regulations. (In Akkadian the proper conjunc- 
tion would be summa which is construed with the 
indicative, i.e. originally is no subjunetion at all!) 
This nature of the protasis has basically nothing to 
do with nasma “or” (this against I’. Sommer, Bil. 
182 and J. Friedrich, Elementarbuch §331b); it 
must also be attributed to the first alternative, al- 
though, of course, it can much more frequently be 
observed after nama. E.g., translate in §2 ‘‘sup- 
posing something goes wrong for my majesty”’. 

A still shorter formula is nat linkiya kattan 


‘ 
a3 
an 
‘a 
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kittaru; it simply replaces apat “‘that’’ by -at ‘‘it’’. 
The syntax is the same as just described. Again 
a reference back to the person concerned may be 
included, and we may thus have nat=%i(=at) 
(No.1 §8; No:2 §§3a, 4, 12, 14,! 157). A variant 
on the same syntactical level is linkiya=(a)t 
kattan kittaru: No.1 §§9,* 10, 17, 22, 25, 27. In 
§$§9, 10, 22, 25 a prohibitive clause with le and a 
present precedes. 

Basically different are the remaining formulae, 
namely linkiya kattan kittaru and linkiya kattan 
(SA-PAL MA-MI/ME-T1); here not only the 
sentence connective but also the subject are 
missing. The subject must then be contained in 
the preceding clause which therefore is to be trans- 
lated as a ‘that’ clause. The ‘that’ clause may be 
positive; namely when expressing actions which 
must not be performed (No.1 §$§31, 32, 33; No.2 
§$§24, 26). It may be negative (containing 
U-UL = natta); namely when expressing actions 
that should be performed by the faithful and 
loyal (No.1 §29; No.2 §§16, 25, 27, 31). 


Text No. 1 


As far as the LU.SAG is concerned, H. G. 
Giiterbock, Oriens 10 (1957) 361, has presented 
good reasons for interpreting the term as Akk. sa 
rési “eunuch”. Giiterbock’s evidence is internal 
as well as external. To the vocabulary passage 
(AfO 18 81ff. line 232) add RS 17.231 Ugaritiea 
III 149 which offers the title '“Sa re-8i é-kdl-lim. 

i 6: At end probably an-na-i-lle-es]. “Ye who 
ye are SAG officials, and those men who are of 
equal rank with you”. 

i 7: “‘My majesty is in your hands’’; cf. ii 4. 

i 9f: Read [DUMU 
(10) me-ik-kay-e-e8 “the also has many sons of his 
father” i.e. half brothers (from different wives). 

i 21ff: “He whom we actually’ select for us, 
needs not even be a son of our lord”’. 

i 32: There must be a closing formula. I 
propose: na-as-kdn ta-me-e|-da-ni an-da_ ti-ia-zi 
na-as a-ku| (32) le-e ku-e-da|-ni-ik-ki EGIR-pa 
wa-ah-nu-mar e-es-2zi| ‘‘(supposing) he [sides with| 


1. Because of the preceding relative sentence na-at(- 
seems necessary. 

2. As §14. 

3. Read GAM NI-ES DINGIR-LIM[-at GA|R-ru, as 
is possible in the text concerned (XXVI 8 ii2). 

4. See Holger Pedersen, MurSilis Sprachlihmung pp. 


somebody else, [he must die!} [There must be] 
no [pardon] for anybody!” Cf. XXVI 12 iii 10 
and XIII 41 59. 

i 58: The restoration offered cannot be correct. 

i 60: Probably [ZI-as]: ‘tas soon as his |tempera- 
ment] carries him away”’. 

ii 1ff: I think the bits offered by XX XI 97 can 
be incorporated in the text after all: [(mu a-pa- 
a)|-at me-ma-i nu-wa-ra|-at ..... 
(5) (U-UL] ki-sa-at I{e-e-wa-rja-an-za-an (6) [.... 
(nu a-pa-a)-\as me-mi-as le-e e&-zi (7) [a-pu-u-u)n- 
ma-za me-mi-an (8) |(pa-ra-a l)e-e ku-is-|ki me-ma-i 
(supposing) .... and he says the following: ‘It 
was [im]possible to .... it. Let him/it not ....’ 
Such a word must not be (ef. iv 51f.)! Such a 
word no-one must hand along!” 

ii 12 = XXVI 8 ii 5: With ku-it GIM-an us-kat- 
te-nt we must compare ku-it GIM-an 78-dam-ma- 
as-ten iii 50f. which obviously means: “‘at the very 
moment you heard it”’. 

ii 10ff: [ma-a-an-kdn ku-wa-p}é (17) [SA *UTU- 
(SI mar-ki-ia-u-wa-ar)....Jx KA XU-za_ (18) 
|ku-e-da(-ni v-iz-2t G1)M-at ku-is 7|8-dam-ma-as-zi 
“if(?) at any time talk derogatory to my majesty 
comes from anybody’s mouth, as any (of you) 
hears it, [(that) he must report it immediately 

|”. The author translates markiyawar by 
“Missbilligung” (see Friedrich, HW 137). This 
is better than ‘‘verbieten”’ suggested by Giiterbock 
ibid. for XXVI 1 iv 24. It is quite true that the 
markiya- of a superior makes his inferior abstain 
from an action (XXVI 1 iv 24; XXI 38 rev. 10) 
and look for an alternative (V 6 i 9); but for this 
effect it is enough that he ‘‘objects” or ‘dis- 
approves”. “Object”? is recommended by the 
opposite mala- “approve” and it fits all contexts. 
The grammatical object may be a thing (abstract) 
(KBo II 4 le.e.3; V 1 ii 93; V 619; V 7 obv. 5; 
XII 3 iv 23; XXI1 38 rey. 10; XXXVI 351 17), an 
action (XXI38 rev. 4; XVI 65 obv. 3 with form in 
-uwanzi), or a person (XX XI 66 ii 18, 26). 

ii 46: In the interpretation of hanti tiya- (transi- 
tive!) von Schuler follows Friedrich (and Sommer). 
He should have told us why. Indeed the analysis 
of the closing phrases (see above) shows that 
hanti natta tiyami is something the official con- 
cerned is required to do. Hence, the interpreta- 
tion I formerly advocated (NBr p. 6 fn. 3) is 
certainly to be abandoned. This does not mean, 
however, that I consider Sommer’s “vor Gericht 
bringen” or Friedrich’s “‘anzeigen”’ as correct. I 
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feel that “denounce” (German ‘“‘blosstellen’’) — 
i.e. to put somebody (who wants to remain hidden) 
out in front where he can be seen — hits closer to 
the mark. This fits in well with hanti, presum- 
ably based on the loc. of hant- ‘forehead, front”’; 
but the necessity to take t2ya- as a variant of daz-, 
te- (although not unique, see H. Pedersen, Hit- 
titisch 113) still makes me feel uncomfortable. 
Another element of uncertainty is brought in by 
the fact that hanti tiya- ‘‘to step in front (of some- 
body)” (intransitive!) is certain to occur in XXVI 
12 ii 7f.: EGIR-a{n-wa-as-si| (7) U-UL ti-ia-mi 
ha-an-ti-ia-wa-as-si (8) U-UL ti-ia-mi. It should 
be remarked that in our text (and its analogues) 
the orthography ha-an-ti-i is consistently used. 
Perhaps ha-an-ti-i does not belong (directly) to 
hant- after all. 

The situation described here I reconstruct as 
follows: Somebody close to the official in question 
has made derogatory remarks. Nobody, it is 
stated, must say: [nu-wa]-ra-as-mu (46) [!“a-ra-as 
U-UL-wa-ra-an-kén hja-an-ti-i ti-ia-mi “he is my 
|friend], [I shall not] denounce [{him].”’ 


ii 52: Read certainly |na-an ta-|me-um-ma-an— 


i-ia-si. Inso restoring we gain another occurrence 
of tameumma- on the meaning of which no agree- 
ment has been reached as yet (I. Sommer, Bil. 
169f.; A. Goetze, JAOS 69, 1949, 183; H.-G. 
Giiterbock, JCS 6, 1952, 56). We now possess 
the phrases ‘‘to be t.” (subj. lost: Bo 679/e 11; 
see JCS 6 56), “to become ¢.”’ (subj. “country”: 
2 BoTU 8 iii 49) and “to make ¢.”’ (obj. a city: 2 
BoTU 108 obv. 5; a person: here). Furthermore 
we have the denominative verbs tamewm(m)es- 
“to become ¢.’”’ (subj. a part of the body: II K i 
27f.; II] K iv 7f.; “hair”: II] K iv 7f.) and 
tameummah- “to make t.’’ (obj. a part of the body: 
IK iv 40; ITK Bi3; XXXVI 25 iv 13), an effect 
of anger. Sommer is quite justified in stating 
that the expression tameummas kisari implies a 
misfortune; yet, I cannot subscribe to his ‘zu 
einem anderen gehérig”’ (> “foreign dominated’’). 
My own “prostrate, prone”’ is likewise to be modi- 
fied. It seems to me today that the common 
denominator must lie in the sphere of ‘“‘messed up, 
upset, obfuscated”. Here probably: “(supposing) 
.... you distort my majesty’s words or you dis- 
tort that man’s words and make [him] confused’’. 

Also in Bo 679/e quoted by Giiterbock, |.c., in 
1.9 the phrase le-e wa[-ah-nu-si] is likely to have 
occurred and there follows the admonition not to 


falsify the liver omina. The passage probably 
closed with something like [/e-e-at] da-me-u-ma-an 
“flet it (i.e. uttar?) not be] confused’’. 

ii 56: Restore na-at ma-a-an ku-is [i8-da- 
ma-as-zt| “if anyone gets advance [knowledge] of 
it”, 

iii 16: kuit must correspond with apat ‘what 

iii 18: This is a subjectless sentence; certainly 
the alleged subject ‘‘he” is not present. Sense 
probably: “it turned to ....”’ i.e. the situation has 
completely changed. 

ili 21: Double kuitman means normally “‘as long 
as... till....”. Henee UD.KAM-za should be 
“day of life’’. 

iii 29: ‘By what (i.e. if by any) rule on this day 
I did not stand, that does not count as a crime 
for me”’. 

lili 42: SIXDI-anza (i.e. handanza) is here 
opposite of HUL-lu-us (i.e. tdalus): “‘(supposing) 
someone is on bad terms with you, before my 
majesty, however, he is well-liked’’. 

iii 58: It seems to me necessary to emend 
SES.MES <A-BI-> SU; cf. note on i 9. 

iv 15ff.: “make yourself (-za) a witness before 
my majesty” i.e. “hold yourself ready to testify; 
volunteer as a witness’? And: “(to be true) the 
affair, in which they questioned me, is (read 
nu-wa-ra-as) certainly a confidential(?) (delicate?) 
affair. But since they questioned me, I will tell 
it.” The kuit of 1.18 cannot refer to memiyas 
which throughout the passage is treated as a 
masculine. 

iv 29: I-NA 
The section is very difficult. 

iv 41: The available space is not filled by 
[ma-a-nja-at nor does this restoration do justice to 
the construction of the passage. It seems to me 
[am-mu-uk-k|as-at Sa-an-na-a-i-ma “‘(that) he con- 
ceals it from me ....” is a better restoration. 

iv 46: For Seknus pippuwar cf. already Arch. Or. 
5 (1933) 22 fn. 3, also A. Kammenhuber, MIO 2 
(1954) 263. On Seknuk see A. Goetze, Mélanges 
Pedersen (1937) 494 (reference missing in Fried- 
rich HW). 

iv 50: Instead of the author’s GAR-ru both 
texts present GAR-ri (i.e. kittari): “‘on this tablet. 
these cases are not dealt with”. Continuation: 
(therefore) they need not trouble me!” 

iv 52: Friedrich (HW 114) is mistaken when 
stating that, in the second edition of Sturtevant’s 


a 
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Glossary (1936), I proposed ‘‘Beleidigung”’ for 
kukupalatar. 1 said “‘offense’”’, and this is quite a 
general term for ‘‘an infraction of any law’. My 
proposal was, at least in part, due to the kuit 
imma kuit of this passage. In the meantime the 
context of XXVI 19 has become intelligible; a 
similar subject is dealt with in XIII 27 + XXVI 
40 101ff. The case is envisaged that animals of 
different ownership get mixed up by pasturing to- 
together or must be sorted out after an enemy’s 
raid. The kukupalatar for which this offers a 
good opportunity is placed under penalty. Thus 
“trickery, dishonesty” is indeed preferable. In 
XXVI Ia 4f. I would restore: [INJIM ¢UTU-S/- 
ta-as-ma-as me-n|a-ah-ha-an-da na-ah-ha-an-te-es}| 
(5) e-e&-ten hu-hu-pa-la-tar I\e-e 1-ia-a-te-ni| ye 
reverent to my majesty’s word; ye must not do 
anything dishonest”’. 
Text No. 2 

One may ask whether a remnant of the begin- 
ning may not be preserved in XXXI 96. 

i 5f.: Rather ku-is-8a GAL-i8 ku-is-ma U-UL. 

i 6: Read na-ak-ke-e&-zi “(supposing) something 
becomes (too) onerous for my majesty.” 

i 13: JS-TU does not mean “with” in the 
Akkadian used by the Hittite scribes. It marks 
an abl. (or instr.) which with passival verbs indi- 
cates the agent. Hence: “born by the queen”’. 

a-pa-a-as-ma is sgl. and should be taken to- 
gether with kudski (supposing) some-one of those 
says to you, the lords”’. 

i 39: Is not na-as-82 merely a mistake for 
na-al-Si? 1 do not believe in the assimilation of 
tS > SS. 

ii 4: What I copied is not -e-da but -an-da. 
Moreover, there is no space for the restoration 
|ta-me-|e-da. have not sueceeded healing 
the passage satisfactorily. 

ii 13: In view of XIII 2 i 8f. ete. one wonders 
whether ha-an-te-zi<-uS> a-ti-ri-u& was not in- 
tended. 

ii 39: However the section may have to be 
restored, we must certainly read EN LUGAL 
1-a& 

iii 14: nu SALOMES WU-IR-TUM ku-e-el-kay 
Sa-ah-ha-na-za_ HUL-lu-u-e-es-2i: “(supposing) a 
quarrel arises over the (feudal) service of some of 
(his) subjects’’. 

iv 7: There are grave objections to analyzing 
na-as-ltdk-kdn as n(u)=asta=kan. The particles 


-asla and -kan are mutually exclusive. The 
emendation na-as-ma-kdn (i.e. na’ma=kan) seems 
necessary. 

The lack of both sentence connective and sub- 
ject in the next clause is also strange. Particu- 
larly so as the particle -/an is expected with the 
phrase INIM wahnu- (ef. here iv 13; XXVI 1 iii 
36; KBo IV 10 rev. 26; XXI 17 ii 10; XXIII 72 
rev. 24). It seems that in the transmission of the 
text something has been lost; for that matter the 
line iv 13 is not complete either. 

iv 34: Restore [Sa-as-t|-a-7 Su-up-pa-i, compar- 
ing for the “pure (holy) bed” KIF 234 and AM 
234. The idea that the rite of incubation is in- 
volved (still Kleinasien second edition 148) must 
be abandoned. It originated with misjudging the 
following tShantes (see presently) and a wrong 
interpretation of the difficult verb Salik(a)-. 
Whatever the basic meaning of that verb may be, 
in a passage like ours it should be rendered by 
“touch, approach, attend to” (ef., e.g., XVI obv. 
25; XXII 70 obv. 76, rev. 6). Here then: “Ye 

who ye attend the king (while) on the holy 
bed”’. 

iv 35: nu-us-ma-as Su-up-pé-es-ni (35) [IGI- 
an-\da_ ti-is-ha-an-te-e& e-e8-ten. Schuler’s ‘seid 
bedacht” is no doubt correct; similar in meaning 
are the frequent nahhanteS and pahhasnuwantes 
exten in XIII 4 (with menahhanda iii 44, 57). The 
participle t@Shant- reminds me of the phrase 
IS-TU SAL-TI ti-eX-ha-ak “he kept (away) from 
women” Murs. Sprachlihmung 1.20; Friedrich’s 
opposition to this interpretation (OLZ 1936 306 
and still HW 222) does not convince me. 

iv 36: To marsastari- Friedrich, HW 137 
ascribes the meaning ‘“‘Betrug’’; it originated with 
Laroche (RHA 10, 1949/50, 24f.). In our passage 
such a meaning is decidedly out of place and con- 
siderable doubt may be entertained as to its 
general correctness. Etymological connection 
with the adjective marsa- is certain (note XVI 27 
obv. 1ff.; XXITX 8141), but it is doubtful whether 
that primarily means, as Laroche and Friedrich 
maintain, “false, forged’? and whether “deficient, 
of bad quality,” should not be substituted. There 
exists a clear parallelism between marsastari- and 
papratar ‘“‘uncleanliness’’; one strives to get rid of 
either (XXIX 8 i 41). Opposition to Suppessar 
is evidenced by our passage. In the cireum- 
stances I personally advocate ‘flaw, Ceficiency, 
fault”. In combination with zya- ‘‘do’’ marsa- 


? 


CriticaAL REVIEWS 69 


Stari- is found only once (ABoT 29 ii 28 + 28 ii 
11); normally you just “find” it (wemiya- ABoT 
29 ii 21 + 28 ii 4; XXX 42 iv 23). It may “‘be 
established by omen” (handaittari V 10 20; XVI 
39 ii 1, 18; XVIII 29 i 12) or plainly “exist” 
(ek2i V 9 obv. 1, 9; XVI 27 obv. 1; XXII 26 obv. 
3). The god, angry about its presence, ‘traces 
to its source XVI 34 19, 16). The 
idea that the purity of the king is essential to the 
welfare of his country is familiar enough (see 
Friedrich, MAOG 4, 1928 46-58); he must, there- 
fore, be protected from all marsastari-. 

iv 45: The interpretation of the mutilated 
sentence requires an understanding of harp(iya)- 
which obviously with Friedrich’s proposal (‘‘bei- 
stehen”) cannot be obtained. In my opinion 
(see JAOS 74, 1954, 188f.) harp- means “assign, 
assemble, associate, join’? and this meaning fits 
here: 

46 a-as-Su-wa-an-ni UL har-pi-ia-nu-un nu|-wa- 
ra-an-kdn ki-nu-na| 

47 UL har-pi-ia-mi 
“In [the past] I did not associate with this man in 
friendliness; [nor] will I associate [with him now].”’ 
Compare nu-mu-kdn a-as-Sa-u-as an-tu-uh-Sa-as 
an-da zi-ik-pdt [DINGIR-/A] (8) har-ap-ta “with 
good people you, [my god], brought me together” 
XXX 10 obv. 7f.; /7-T1 LU.MES TUKUL har- 
ap-zi ‘“(he) shall join (i.e. rank with) the ecrafts- 
men’? HC §112. 

The continuation I reconstruct as follows: 

ma-a-an-wa-ra-a|s me-ma-i| 

48 [HUL-lu| ut-tar vi-e-mi-ia-an-du-wa-ra-|an?| 
ma-a-an-ma-wa|-ra-as| 

49 |x x x am-mu-uk-ma-wa-as-8i_ hu-hu- 
pa-as 
‘Whether he sometime speaks an evil word — let 
them find him guilty (of it) — or whether he [is 
friendly], I am neutral toward him’. Compare 
for wemiya- in a juridical sense Hatt. iii 17. The 
“Glossenkeilwort” huhupa- also above ii 8. 


5. E. Laroche, RHA 53 (1957) 61ff. combines, as I do, 
harp- with harpiya-. He proposes ‘‘(en)tasser’’ for the 
active, and ‘‘se tasser, se serrer, se blottir’’ for the 
middle. However, he does not succeed in interpreting 
our passage which he lists as “fragmentaire’’ and ‘“‘in- 
utilisable’’. 


The bé/ madgalti text 


XIII 25 belongs probably to XX XI 86. 

The text XIII 1, given separately on pp. 59f. 
should have been integrated with the main text 
after restoration with the help of the duplicates 
XXXI 85 and 108 and the fragments Bo 3638 and 
Bo 4278 (pp. 60f.). A restoration will be offered 
elsewhere. 


XH11135 = XXXI 851 6: a-a-ri-ia-as-Sa ku-is 
ERIN.MES har-zi na-as pa-ah-ha-as-nu-wa|-an-za 
e-e8-du| “let the garrison which holds the posts be 
protected’’. 

XIII 2 i 4: “Let the garrison (or) the scouts 
remain absent (wakkarieskiddu, denominative of 
*wakkar- ‘“‘absence”’) from the post for (only) two 
days”. 

XIII 2 i 7: anda istap(p)- “close up (lit. to- 
gether)” is a verbal compound. 

XIII 2 i 10: The connection between the verb 
guls- and the Gulsa-deities had been stressed 
already in Tunnawi (1938) 58, quite some time 
before Friedrich. Since C.-G. von Brandenstein, 
Or. 9 (1940) 122 an alleged Middle Assyrian divine 
name GUL.MES (taken from Ebeling’s list in 
MAOG XIII/1) has been adduced as an argu- 
ment against the phonetic reading which I advo- 
cate (also by Friedrich, JCS 1 284). It does not 
exist; the alleged GUL.MES is due to a misread- 
ing; the respective text offers GUL.MES or rather 
GUL-sit. Gul-sit with variant Gul-zi/si, is a deity 
for whom now R. Frankena, Takultu (1954) 90f. 
should be compared.°® 

XIII 2 i 22f.: hu-ru-pa-an (hapax) must either 
refer to the “installations” or to the “‘supplies” of 
the fortresses; the commander is held accountable 
for them. 

XXXI 86 ii 6: [ma-a-an URU-an ku-in] ti-e-te- 
is-ki-S¢ “‘when you build (i.e. fortify) a town’’; 
compare ibid. 1119 = XXXI 89 ii 8. 

XXXI 86 ii 9ff.: ‘‘Let the moat be six g. ‘down’ 
(i.e. deep); ‘away’ (i.e. wide) let it be four g. Be- 
fore he lets it run full(?) of water, let them lay it 
out with stone”. For Akk. hiritum see now CAD 
6 198; Laroche’s *bu-ri-tum “cistern” is inadmis- 
sible since impossible Akkadian. Reading and 
interpretation of patalhai- proposed by Laroche is 
certainly correct. As far as the noun patalha- is 
concerned — see H. G. Giiterbock, Oriens 10 


6. B. Landsberger (see Frankena) reads ¢Stn-zi. 


i 
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(1957) 355 — 1 am in favor of “sole”. With a 


“moat”? this term of course makes much better 


sense than with a cistern. 

XXXI 86 1 13ff. = 89 ii 3ff.: [(mam-ma)]| 
KA.GAL.HLA-TIM  lu-us-ta-ni-ia-as i-la-na-as 
SAG.DU.MES-us [(BAD.HI.A-as)] 
wa-an-te-e& \a-Sa-a|n-du na-as-ta le-e ku-it-ki har- 
ak-zi “let furthermore gates, posterns, heads of 
stairs, windows in the walls be provided with doors 
and bolts, and let nothing wear out”. Cf. FE. 
Laroche, RHA 51 (1957) 25ff. and H. G. Giiter- 
bock, Oriens 10 (1957) 354. 

XXXI 86 11 2: hakkunai- (c. or n.) is usually 
encountered with the determinative dug ‘‘vessel’”’ 
and then is a container for fine oil (XKBo V 21 11, 
44, 50; VII 20 obv. 8). One might suspect that a 
h. at a gate is a device for drawing off water and 
thereby insure the soundness of its structure. 

XXXI 86 ii 28: In the context (ef. I. Laroche, 
RHA 61 127) a regulation seems to be meant 
which prohibits building a hovel against the wall 
(thus ‘‘Mauer’’, not ‘‘Festung’’). 


XIII 2 ii 6: ha-an-ta-az is parallel with GID- 
DA-as-ti (=dalugasti) and must refer either to 
width or height. 

XIII 2 ii 9: Instead of the impossible GIS.GU. 
ZA-sa read probably an-dur-za-Sa. 

XIII 2 ii 21: According to a collation executed 
by Sedat Alp E.HI.CS-SA is actually on the 
original. 

XIII 2 ii 31: I had (ANET 211) qualms about 
co-ordinating IR LU with the dative wannumiyas 
SAL-ni. One might actually expect A-NA IR 
LU GEME LU. However, it could be argued 
that the phonetic complement after SAL was felt 
sufficient indication that the whole group is meant 
to be in the dative. 

XXXI 84 iii 60 = 108 iii 10: According to 
Hittite syntax, A-VA NAM.RA.HL.A ean only be 
dependent on anniskanzi. It is resumed in the 
main sentence by humandassa ‘to all (of them)”’. 

XXXI 84 iii 69: gimra- is not the reading of 
ASA.HLA (note A.SA-ni d.-l., ASA-na-as gen.). 
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